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LETTERS TO THE 
EDITOR 
USDA and the Dog Breeding Industry 
"History and Development of the 
Federal Animal Welfare Regulations" by 
Pierre Chaloux and Max Heppner, which 
appeared in your September/October 
1980 issue, is a typical example of the 
kind of public relations arguments that 
the United States Department of Agri-
culture has been foisting upon Amer-
icans for years. 
The most objectionable part of the 
article was the section entitled "Ac-
complishments" in which is listed the 
achievements wrought by the USDA to-
ward improving animal welfare. The ar-
ticle states that the USDA succeeded in 
explaining the rationale for improved 
animal welfare to regulated industries, 
which almost invariably led to a com-
mitment for specific improvements by 
industry organizations such as the Mid-
west Professional Pet Distributors Asso-
ciation. In fact, the aforementioned or-
ganization has never made a commit-
ment for specific improvements in the 
industry, but instead has vigorously op-
posed and sought to hinder the progress 
of animal welfare in the commercial dog 
breeding industry. The USDA's claim is 
not only a complete aberration from the 
truth, but is truly startling when you con-
sider that the co-author of this state-
ment, Dr. Chaloux, was present at a 
USDA hearing on Animal Welfare Act 
regulations on july 10,1980, which I also 
attended. At that time, the officers and 
members of the Midwest Professional 
Pet Distributors Association vociferous-
ly attacked the Animal Welfare Act, its 
regulations, and any proposal to protect 
the welfare of animals. 
The second accomplishment which 
the USDA claims to have effected was the 
upgrading of animal care resulting from 
on-site inspections by departmental per-
sonnel. This assessment might be correct 
in a few isolated cases, but to give the im-
pression that the USDA has upgraded the 
57 
care of animals in the commercial dog 
breeding industry to any significant de-
gree would be a grave deception. 
One need only review the weekly 
reports in the media exposing the inhu-
mane conditions of "puppy mills" which 
are prevalent throughout the Midwest to 
realize the gross deficiencies of the 
USDA's on-site inspection programs. A 
recent investigation by the Humane So-
ciety of Missouri discovered that of the 
fifty dog breeding establishments that 
they inspected, only six were in compli-
ance with regulations promulgated by 
the Animal Welfare Act, although all fif-
ty were licensed and regulated by the 
USDA. While the Humane Society of 
Missouri's evaluation might be accused 
of bias, it should be noted that an in-
vestigative reporter from the St. ·Louis 
Post-Dispatch recently visited fifteen 
kennels licensed by the USDA and found 
that none met all of the Department of 
Agriculture's regulations and that thir-
teen of the fifteen were considered by 
the reporter to be "very bad." The St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch disclosed that the 
USDA inspectors were not only ignoring 
deficiencies, but were very callous in 
their approach to animal welfare and 
some were actually hostile towards the 
Animal Welfare Act. A St. Louis televi-
sion station, KTVI-TV, dramatically ex-
posed the USDA's attitude towards ani-
mal welfare when the station televised 
the establishment of a "fake" dog 
breeding kennel with intentional gross 
violations of the Animal Welfare Act. In 
front of the hidden camera, a USDA in-
spector approved the kennel for a fed-
eral license authorizing it to raise and 
sell dogs despite glaring deficiencies. 
These are not isolated instances, as 
humane societies and news media 
throughout the country have continually 
depicted the inhumane conditions of li-
censed dog breeders and the indifference 
USDA inspectors have exhibited when 
confronted with violations of the Animal 
Welfare Act's regulations. Even the 
prestigious Wall Street journal (1 0/19/79) 
accused the Department of Agriculture 
of neglect and lethargy in their enforce-
ment of the Animal Welfare Act. 
/NT 1 STUD ANIM PROB 2(2] 1981 
The third achievement which Dr. 
Chaloux and Mr. Heppner credit the 
USDA for accomplishing was the "num-
ber of enterprises that cease operation 
once new rules go into effect." The as-
sumption made by the authors is that 
substandard establishments which fail 
to apply for a license, or those which 
surrender their license, are ceasing oper-
ations. In fact, this seldom is the case. 
Not only has the USDA exercised min-
imal effort in enforcing regulations, but 
they have rarely made an effort to com-
pel dealers to obtain a license. For all 
practical purposes, the licensing of deal-
ers is strictly on a voluntary basis, which 
results in countless unlicensed dealers 
operating with no restraints or controls 
on the way they care for their animals. 
Conservative estimates have indicated 
that there are as many unlicensed ken-
nels as there are licensed ones. 
A true assessment of the USDA's 
accomplishments could be ascertained 
by reviewing the number of prosecu-
tions and convictions for violations of 
the Animal Welfare Act regulations. Ac-
cording to figures cited in the article, 
there were only one hundred and twenty-
four animal welfare violations which 
were resolved in court or through ad-
ministrative proceedings since 1967. 
This averages out to be less than ten 
prosecutions and convictions per year. 
According to the USDA's own admission 
(Wall Street journal, 1 0/19/79), "25% of 
the thirty-five hundred federally li-
censed kennels are unhealthy." Using 
the Department of Agriculture's ex-
tremely conservative estimate, there are 
approximately eight hundred and seven-
ty-five licensed kennels which are in 
violation of the Animal Welfare Act, and 
less than ten a year are penalized for 
failure to comply. Such a dismal record 
could hardly be considered an "ac-
complishment" of which Dr. Chaloux 
and Mr. Heppner so proudly boast. 
Suzy Brown, President 
Animal-Kind, Inc. 
Kansas City, MO 64108 
9 December 1980 
/NT 1 STUD ANIM PROB 2(2] 1981 
We are pleased to see that our arti-
cle on federal animal welfare regulations 
continues to draw interest. Humanely 
motivated persons can do much to help 
us improve animal care enforcement, es-
pecially when, like Ms. Brown, they live 
in an area where many USDA-licensed 
dealers operate. 
As she indicates, last spring we re-
ceived word that 51 puppy breeders had 
been checked for compliance with the 
Animal Welfare Act by agents of the Hu-
mane Society of Missouri, aided by the 
American Humane Association and oth-
ers. The report we received listed 44 
premises alleged to be in violation, with a 
total of 419 deficiencies. The other seven 
facilities visited were reported to be in 
full compliance. 
We sent our own inspectors to each 
of the 44 premises on which we received 
complaints, in accordance with our policy 
to give complaints first priority for inspec-
tion. We substantiated a total of 155 defi-
ciencies for 43 premises. Deadlines were 
set as usual for the correction of the defi-
ciencies, and follow-up inspections were 
scheduled to see the deadlines were met. 
The follow-up inspections were inter-
rupted because no funds were available 
for inspection in Missouri during part of 
july and all of August, September and Oc-
tober. Since November, the follow-ups 
were rescheduled as quickly as possible. 
So far,· we found that 10 of the defi-
cient facilities have attained full com-
pliance. Eight of the dealers involved 
elected to cancel or terminate their li-
censes. Two clearly were unwilling or un-
able to comply, and we have submitted 
their names for possible legal action. On 
the average, about 80 percent of the 
problems identified have been corrected 
on the remaining 23 premises. We may 
have to resort to legal action to resolve 
some of the oustanding deficiencies-
especially in the case of the few major 
violations involved. 
The Wall Street journal articie of 
last October misquoted our assessment 
of the overall compliance among puppy 
breeding kennels. We estimated that per-
haps 25 percent of them had one or more 
violations of our standards, but that 
58 
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doesn't mean that all the facilities involv-
ed are "unhealthy," as the Journal said. 
Most of the violations we find are 
minor, and only a small number of them 
involve unhealthy conditions or in-
humane practices. So, while unhealthy 
kennels exist, they represent a small 
percentage of the total and most licensed 
facilities meet our requirements. 
APHIS, like other agencies involved 
in enforcing federal regulations, is strong-
ly affected by the era we are now entering, 
in which tight limits are being placed on 
funds available for enforcement activities. 
We will depend increasingly on help from 
concerned citizens to improve conditions 
for animals. We particularly need the ac-
tive support of both humane organiza-
tions and industry groups to raise the stan-
dards of dog-breeding kennels. 
We stress this point continually in 
meetings with breeders, wholesalers, 
transporters, and retailers who make up 
the marketing chain of puppies sold as 
pets. We regret as much as Ms. Brown 
some disparaging remarks made by mem-
bers of the Midwest Professional Pet Dis-
tributors Association at the july 10 in-
dustry meeting in Kansas City. However, 
we know these remarks were made in the 
heat of debate, and they are certainly not 
to be taken as the official policy of this 
industry group. The leaders of this organ-
ization have taken the basically positive 
approach cited in our article, once they 
understood that APHIS inspectors are a 
resource for improving the industry, not 
an enemy. 
The MPPDA has strong leadership 
from dog brokers- the people who buy 
puppies in the Midwest and ship them to 
urban centers. We have had positive 
assurance from these people that they 
will work 'for a steady upgrading of the 
puppies they buy. They also are working 
with the owners of retail pet shop owners 
to educate them against buying inferior 
or poorly cared-for puppies. We see 
evidence that the industry is swinging to 
our support, and this development is a 
major reason we are hopeful our society 
will eliminate the substandard breeding 
kennels that have received and deserved 
bad publicity. 
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There are a number of ways in whfch 
humane societies also can get involved 
in improving conditions at dog kennels. 
First, humanitarians living in urban 
areas can suggest to pet shop owners that 
they stop buying substandard puppies. 
Pet shop owners who see unsatisfactory 
animals shipped in should insist that 
their broker eliminate the breeder who 
supplied them. And pet shop owners also 
should stop buying animals shipped in 
without USDA-approved dog tags or ear 
tattoos, since they are almost sure to 
come from an illicit source. 
The 1976 amendments to the Ani-
mal Welfare Act strengthen the retailer's 
hand in dealing with brokers. Puppies 
may not be shipped COD to pet stores 
without assurance from the shipper that 
return transportation and interim care 
will be provided for unacceptable ani-
mals. So if puppies arrive sick or in poor 
condition, they can be refused without 
fear that the animals will be abandoned. 
The store owner can call upon the near-
est APHIS office to help arrange for the 
care of unacceptable puppies whose fate 
seems uncertain. 
Humanitarians living near puppy 
producers also could help us solve an-
other problem, which has not been dis-
cussed much in public. Some breeding 
enterprises are run by elderly people with 
limited income, who are too infirm to 
provide proper care for the animals. We 
are facing the uncomfortable decision 
either of being inhumane toward these 
elderly people by cutting off their major 
source of income or of being inhumane 
toward their animals by condoning the 
substandard treatment they receive. 
Such cases cry out for volunteers 
who like to work with animals and would 
like to provide a double act of charity-
toward the hard-pressed aged and to the 
dogs they keep. We would be extremely 
pleased to have Ms. Brown and other hu-
manely motivated people in her area vol-
unteer to help alleviate this problem. 
Pierre A. Chaloux 
Max B. Heppner 
USDA-APHIS 
Washington, DC 20250 
15 January 1981 
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Introduction 
It is not readily appreciated, except for those of us who are deeply involved 
in the animal movement, how the debate on animal rights and animal exploita-
tion has grown and spread over the past ten years. It may, therefore, be of some 
interest to readers to have a chronology of important events and publications 
from the past decade. The outline is not meant to be comprehensive and others 
would no doubt highlight different events, but it is hoped that it will prove to be 
of interest and of use. The philosophical, legislative and scientific aspects are 
dealt with separately for the sake of simplicity although they are really overlap-
ping sections of a single movement. 
A. Animal Rights Philosophy 
The philosophical works and major bursts of activity are clustered around 
three main periods: 1870-1900, 1955-1960 and 1975-present. The major work prior 
to 1975 is undoubtedly Henry Salt's Animals' Rights (1894). (This has been 
re~rinted. with an added bibliography and is available from the Society for 
Ammal Rrghts, Clarks Summit, PA for $9.75.) The most recent spurt of activity 
started with the publication of Animals, Men and Morals by Godlovitch et al. 
(1971). This was not a particularly detailed or academic publication but it did 
stimulate others to produce works such as Victims of Science (Ryde( 1975) and 
Animal Liberation (Singer, 1975). Ryder's book, in which he introduc~d the term 
'speciesism,' aroused much passion and concern among members of the general 
p~blic ~!though it was widely criticized as inflammatory and inaccurate by the 
bromedrcal community. Singer's book was also a popular work, but it focused on 
the philosophical arguments. Its clear and simple prose served to make the 
arguments intelligible to a far wider audience than is usually the case with 
philosophical works and it is probably the most influential of all the works which 
have appeared since 1970. Other recent books include those by Andrew Linzey 
(1976), Tom Regan and Peter Singer (1976), Stephen Clark (1977), Richard Morris 
and Michael Fox (1978), and Mary Midgley (1979). Of these, the book by Clark 
contains the most detailed academic arguments. The first major development of 
the argument that animals do not have rights, in response to the above works, has 
just now appeared (Frey, 1980). 
In addition to these publications, more and more professional philosophers 
a.re showing an interest in the subject. In 1977, the Royal Society for the Preven-
tron of Cruelty to Animals held a two day meeting at Cambridge (U.K.) on the sub-
ject of animal rights (Paterson and Ryder, 1979). At a meeting of Texas A&M 
University in 1977 on the ethics of human and veterinary medicine, one of the 
speakers specifically addressed the question of animal rights (Caplan, 1978). 1 n 
1979, there we~e m~etings at the Virginia Polytechnic University in Blacksburg 
and at the Unrversrty of Guelph (Lehman, 1980) at which both scientists and 
philosophers explored the concept of animal rights and its implications. It is also 
noteworthy that a number of philosophical periodicals (Ethics, Vol. 88 (1978); 
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Philosophy, Vol. 53 (1978); Inquiry, Vol. 22, Nos. 1-1 (1979); and Etyka) have 
recently devoted entire issues to the question of animal rights. 
Universities have begun to establish courses specifically on the subject of 
animal rights and its social implications. Among the first in the U.S. were North 
Carolina State University, Moorhead State College (Minn.) and Colorado State 
University. The course at Colorado State University is now required for students 
in the veterinary school and a similar course has been set up for students at the 
state veterinary school in Michigan. Another significant development was a meet-
ing organized by the Yale University School of Forestry and Environmental 
Studies in February 1980 to discuss the role of animal welfare in a proposed 
graduate program on the interaction of society and animals, particularly wildlife. 
This graduate program has now been funded for the years 1981-1986 by the 
Geraldine Dodge Foundation. 
B. Government Legislation and Regulation 
(i) Laboratory Animals 
In 1876, the United Kingdom passed the Cruelty to Animals Act, the first bill 
to regulate the use of animals in experiments. Over the next 100 years, most in-
dustrialized countries passed some type of legislation dealing with laboratory an-
imals, but there has been a significant increase in government activity in this 
sphere over the past fifteen years. 
Britain: In 1965, the Littlewood Committee in Britain reported on the work-
ings of the Cruelty to Animals Act, 1876 and concluded that although the legisla-
tion had worked in principle, some major changes were necessary. However, only 
a few changes were made at the administrative level because the U.K. govern-
ment did not consider the issue to be particularly important. In 1977, a radical 
change in the attitude of the Labor government was observed. The Prime Minister 
stated during question time in the House of Commons that it was his intention to 
encourage the rapid development and use of alternatives to laboratory anima_ls. 
In 1978, this was followed by a letter to all licensed researchers from the Home 
Office (which administers the British 1876 Act) strongly urging them to use alter-
natives wherever feasible, to develop new alternatives and to publish the results 
of such research so that their colleagues might make use of any new developments. 
The Labour Party then issued a policy document on animal protection which 
contains some wide-ranging proposals on both laboratory animals and farm an-
imals (The Labour Party, 1978) and both the Conservatives and Liberals have fol-
lowed suit. In 1979, two bills were introduced into the British Parliament to revise 
the 1876 Act. The first, introduced by Lord Halsbury in the House of Lords, was 
subjected to extensive review and revision (House of Lords, 1980). Since the Se-
lect Committee coAtained articulate representatives from both the research and 
animal welfare communities, the final product represents a workable political 
compromise. Unfortunately, the current Conservative government is stalling on 
its election promise to introduce new laboratory animal legislation and is 
resisting pressure to accept the House of Lords bill. The second bill, introduced 
by Peter Fry, was talked out in the House of Commons. The Conservative govern-
ment has, however, given more power to the Advisory Committee to the Cruelty 
to Animals Act (1876) and also to the Farm Animal Welfare Council. 
United States: In 1966, the Animal Welfare Act (PL 890-544) was passed, 
covering the handling and care of cats, dogs, primates, guinea pigs, hamsters, and 
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rabbits used in experimentation. The Act specifically excludes actual experimen-
tal procedures from its jurisdiction although a 1970 amendment (PL 91-579) re-
quires research workers to use anesthetics and analgesics where these will not in-
terfere with the results of the experiment. In addition, all registered laboratories 
now have to file a report outlining the number of animals used (PL 94-279). At the 
beginning of 1979, new guidelines for the use of laboratory animals were issued 
by the National Institutes of Health (1978). These required, inter alia, that scien-
tists make use of statistical, computer and in vitro systems to reduce their re-
quirement for laboratory animals and also that anyone who did (or could) not 
comply with the new guidelines would not be eligible for an NIH grant. A move 
to make the NIH guidelines into official regulations was shelved after the per-
sonal intervention of senior NIH administrators. However, there is no doubt that 
there will be further moves in these fields. The U.S. Congressional Clearinghouse 
on the Future has noted animal legislation as an area of increasing activity over 
the next few years. 
Four laboratory animal bills were introduced into the 96th Congress 
(1979/80)- three on the topic of alternatives and one (H.R. 6487) seeking to 
amend the Animal Welfare Act. The first (H.R. 282) called for $12 million for 
research into alternatives. The second (H.R. 4479) mandated the establishment of 
a commission to investigate the topic. The third (H.R. 4805) mandated the 
establishment of a National Center for Alternatives Research and reallocation of 
30-50% of animal research funds to the development of alternatives. Members of 
Congress have received thousands of letters (some individuals have received over 
600 letters) pressing for passage of H.R. 4805. The General Accounting Office has 
produced a report on the subject and pressure has been applied to the National 
Institutes of Health to initiate some constructive action. They responded by 
organizing a symposium on bioassay methodology (in vivo, in vitro and 
mathematical approaches) in February, 1981. [This article went to press in 
January 1981. A report on the NIH meeting will appear in the next issue.- Ed.] 
The fourth bill (H.R. 6847) addressed the issue of pain and distress in animal 
research and set forth proposed mechanisms for regulating experiments which 
could cause suffering. 
Europe: In 1968, France published a Decree (No. 68-139) regulating ex-
periments on animals. More recently, a member of the Chamber of Deputies, 
Monsieur Pierre Micaux, conducted an investigation of animal welfare issues at 
the request of President G is card d'Estaing and produced a report with recommen-
dations for future action (Micaux, 1980). In 1972, West Germany passed an 
Animal Protection Act which decrees, among other things, that animals should 
only be used if the desired results cannot be obtained by other means not involv-
ing animal experiments. In the early 1970's. the Swedish Medical Research Coun-
cil empowered a committee (now containing three lay members) to consider the 
ethical aspects of animal experiments funded by the Council (UFAW, 1977). A 
more recent law (1979) mandates the establishment of ethical committees at 
government research institutions to screen proposed research projects involving 
animals. The Swedish MRC has also established a committee on animal research 
which has a special subcommittee to review the concept of alternatives and to 
fund research in this area ($1 00,000 has been disbursed to date and a symposium 
on the LDSO test is being planned.) In 1974, Norway passed a new animal protec-
tion act which included a section regulating animal experimentation (UFAW, 
1977). In 1977, the Netherlands passed a new law which specifically mentioned 
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rabbits used in experimentation. The Act specifically excludes actual experimen-
tal procedures from its jurisdiction although a 1970 amendment (PL 91-579) re-
quires research workers to use anesthetics and analgesics where these will not in-
terfere with the results of the experiment. In addition, all registered laboratories 
now have to file a report outlining the number of animals used (PL 94-279). At the 
beginning of 1979, new guidelines for the use of laboratory animals were issued 
by the National Institutes of Health (1978). These required, inter alia, that scien-
tists make use of statistical, computer and in vitro systems to reduce their re-
quirement for laboratory animals and also that anyone who did (or could) not 
comply with the new guidelines would not be eligible for an NIH grant. A move 
to make the NIH guidelines into official regulations was shelved after the per-
sonal intervention of senior NIH administrators. However, there is no doubt that 
there will be further moves in these fields. The U.S. Congressional Clearinghouse 
on the Future has noted animal legislation as an area of increasing activity over 
the next few years. 
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(1979/80)- three on the topic of alternatives and one (H.R. 6487) seeking to 
amend the Animal Welfare Act. The first (H.R. 282) called for $12 million for 
research into alternatives. The second (H.R. 4479) mandated the establishment of 
a commission to investigate the topic. The third (H.R. 4805) mandated the 
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Congress have received thousands of letters (some individuals have received over 
600 letters) pressing for passage of H.R. 4805. The General Accounting Office has 
produced a report on the subject and pressure has been applied to the National 
Institutes of Health to initiate some constructive action. They responded by 
organizing a symposium on bioassay methodology (in vivo, in vitro and 
mathematical approaches) in February, 1981. [This article went to press in 
January 1981. A report on the NIH meeting will appear in the next issue.- Ed.] 
The fourth bill (H.R. 6847) addressed the issue of pain and distress in animal 
research and set forth proposed mechanisms for regulating experiments which 
could cause suffering. 
Europe: In 1968, France published a Decree (No. 68-139) regulating ex-
periments on animals. More recently, a member of the Chamber of Deputies, 
Monsieur Pierre Micaux, conducted an investigation of animal welfare issues at 
the request of President G is card d'Estaing and produced a report with recommen-
dations for future action (Micaux, 1980). In 1972, West Germany passed an 
Animal Protection Act which decrees, among other things, that animals should 
only be used if the desired results cannot be obtained by other means not involv-
ing animal experiments. In the early 1970's. the Swedish Medical Research Coun-
cil empowered a committee (now containing three lay members) to consider the 
ethical aspects of animal experiments funded by the Council (UFAW, 1977). A 
more recent law (1979) mandates the establishment of ethical committees at 
government research institutions to screen proposed research projects involving 
animals. The Swedish MRC has also established a committee on animal research 
which has a special subcommittee to review the concept of alternatives and to 
fund research in this area ($1 00,000 has been disbursed to date and a symposium 
on the LDSO test is being planned.) In 1974, Norway passed a new animal protec-
tion act which included a section regulating animal experimentation (UFAW, 
1977). In 1977, the Netherlands passed a new law which specifically mentioned 
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that alternatives to laboratory animals should be used whenever possible (UFAW, 
1977). In 1979, Dr. Ginjaar, the Dutch Minister of Health, stated that the 
Netherlands would promote the alternatives concept within the European 
Economic Community. These activities in the European countries have been 
complemented by Council of Europe recommendations. (The Council of Europe 
is an organization of 17 countries designed to promote European harmony and 
cooperation.) In 1971, the Council of Europe passed Recommendation 621, which 
contained a number of radical proposals for promoting humane treatment of 
laboratory animals and the development of alternatives. These proposals proved 
to be unpalatable; however, the Council's ad hoc committee of experts on animal 
welfare has drawn up a draft convention on animal experimentation which 
should be introduced for signature in the near future. 
(ii) Farm Animals 
Farm animals have, on the whole, not been subject to the same attention 
and consideration accorded to laboratory animals. In Britain, they were pro-
tected by the same anti-cruelty legislation which covered other types of animals. 
However, the development of intensive farming systems involving the close con-
finement of the animals has led to the drawing up of specific regulations and 
guidelines in a number of European countries. 
The move to develop government regulation began (as is often the case) with 
a trail-blazing book by Ruth Harrison (1964) which described the development of 
confinement systems in Britain. As a result, the government set up a committee 
which produced the Brambell Report (1965), which has become a standard 
reference for those discussing farm animal welfare. In 1968, the Agriculture 
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act was passed in Britain which made "unnecessary 
distress" as well as "unnecessary pain" an offense in the treatment and husban-
dry of farm animals. Although this theoretically includes the idea of behavioral 
stress, in practice only observed physical suffering is taken into account by the 
enforcement officers. However, behavioral stress is taken into consideration by 
at least two other European statutes and treaties. The West German Animal Pro-
tection Act (1972) specifies that the Act shall serve to protect the well-being of 
the animals, and "well-being" is defined as including behavioral factors. The 
maintenance of normal behavior is one of the goals of the Council of Europe's 
Convention on the Protection of Animals Kept for Farming Purposes (1976). This 
Convention has been ratified by many European countries. 
Other significant government actions in Europe include Sweden's regula-
tions requiring that new husbandry equipment be properly tested for both effec-
tiveness and humaneness before it can be marketed, as well as initiatives 
elsewhere calling for the banning of battery cages and moves to label eggs which 
have been produced in "humane" systems. Recently, a suit seeking the abolition 
of battery cages for laying hens was brought under the 1972 West German Act 
and the judge found battery cages to be illegal. The ruling has been appealed, but 
in the meantime, the West German Minister of Agriculture has asked the EEC to 
ban battery cages throughout the Community. Egg producers throughout the EEC 
are naturally very concerned about these developments. 
C. Scientific Publications and Activities 
(i) Laboratory Animals 
In the early 1900's, the Research Defence Society was formed in the United 
63 /NT 1 STUD ANIM PROB 2(2) 1981 
Editorial A. Rowan 
Kingdom to defend the use of laboratory animals by biomedical researchers. In 
1946, a similar organization was established in the United States (in response to 
the perceived antivivisectionist stance of the powerful Hearst publishing group) 
under the name of of the National Society for Medical Research. Apart from the 
work of the Universities Federation for Animal Welfare (UFAW), established in 
1926, there was little scientific counterbalance to either of these groups, most of 
the opposition coming from antivivisection groups consisting primarily of non-
scientists. In 1959, UFAW sponsored a book by Russell and Burch (1959) on The 
Principles of Humane Experimental Technique which enunciated the principle of 
Reduction, Replacement and Refinement (the 3R's) to reduce the amount of 
stress suffered by laboratory animals. UFAW has also held a number of meetings 
on the subject of animal experimentation and has published a standard hand-
book on the humane care of laboratory animals (UFAW, 1976). Recently, there 
has been significant and rapid growth of scientific interest in the subject of 
laboratory animal use and in the idea of alternatives. An abstract service on alter-
natives to laboratory animals (ATLA Abstracts) was started in 1973 by a U.K. ad-
vocacy group, Fund for the Replacement of Animals in Medical Experiments 
(FRAME), and about 100 scientific libraries now subscribe to it. 
In 197 4, the pharmaceutical section of the Royal Society of Health (London) 
held a meeting on alternatives to animal research. In 1975, the Institute for 
Laboratory Animal Resources (National Academy of Sciences, U.S.A.) held a 
meeting on the future of animal and other models in biomedical research and 
testing (NAS, 1977). In 1976, a retired New York doctor published a solidly re-
searched book on painful experiments on animals (Pratt, 1976). In 1977, a number 
of professional societies in the U.K. held meetings on the question of animal re-
search and alternatives to it and the British Psychological Society established a 
working party to consider the whole question of animal research in psychology 
(BPS, 1979). In 1978, FRAME organized a meeting at the Royal Society of Med-
icine on The Use of Alternatives in Drug Research (Rowan & Stratmann, 1980), 
which was attended by 150 representatives from pharmaceutical companies in 
England and Europe. A few weeks later the Research Defence Society published 
a most significant book on alternatives (Smyth, 1978). Although Smyth's book did 
not accept that alternatives have as much potential as is sometimes claimed, it 
did at least accept that the concept has validity. In 1979, the International Asso-
ciation for Biological Standardization considered the question of alternatives at 
their annual meeting (Rowan, 1980). In response to public pressure, NIH is now 
committed to holding a conference on alternatives (see earlier). In Canada, a 
prestigious group of toxicologists has just produced an analysis of the potential 
for alternatives in drug development and safety evaluation. They recommend 
that "the federal and provincial government departments and agencies and other 
organizations and foundations supporting toxicological research, initiate the 
fund programs with the specific objective of developing and validating non-
animal models for use in the safety evaluation process" (CSPCA, 1980). 
The subject of animal rights is also being considered. For example, at the 
1978 annual meeting of the American Association of Laboratory Animal Science, 
one of the researchers speaking on nonhuman primate availability directed his 
audience to pay attention to the topic of animal rights as it would increasingly 
impinge upon its activities. In April1979, the College of Medicine in Cincinnati 
held a meeting on animal rights, alternatives to laboratory animals and other 
ideas. (The Cincinnati group holds a laboratory animal science meeting every 
year which is always well-attended as they have a reputation for selecting topical 
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that alternatives to laboratory animals should be used whenever possible (UFAW, 
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However, the development of intensive farming systems involving the close con-
finement of the animals has led to the drawing up of specific regulations and 
guidelines in a number of European countries. 
The move to develop government regulation began (as is often the case) with 
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Kingdom to defend the use of laboratory animals by biomedical researchers. In 
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Principles of Humane Experimental Technique which enunciated the principle of 
Reduction, Replacement and Refinement (the 3R's) to reduce the amount of 
stress suffered by laboratory animals. UFAW has also held a number of meetings 
on the subject of animal experimentation and has published a standard hand-
book on the humane care of laboratory animals (UFAW, 1976). Recently, there 
has been significant and rapid growth of scientific interest in the subject of 
laboratory animal use and in the idea of alternatives. An abstract service on alter-
natives to laboratory animals (ATLA Abstracts) was started in 1973 by a U.K. ad-
vocacy group, Fund for the Replacement of Animals in Medical Experiments 
(FRAME), and about 100 scientific libraries now subscribe to it. 
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working party to consider the whole question of animal research in psychology 
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icine on The Use of Alternatives in Drug Research (Rowan & Stratmann, 1980), 
which was attended by 150 representatives from pharmaceutical companies in 
England and Europe. A few weeks later the Research Defence Society published 
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not accept that alternatives have as much potential as is sometimes claimed, it 
did at least accept that the concept has validity. In 1979, the International Asso-
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prestigious group of toxicologists has just produced an analysis of the potential 
for alternatives in drug development and safety evaluation. They recommend 
that "the federal and provincial government departments and agencies and other 
organizations and foundations supporting toxicological research, initiate the 
fund programs with the specific objective of developing and validating non-
animal models for use in the safety evaluation process" (CSPCA, 1980). 
The subject of animal rights is also being considered. For example, at the 
1978 annual meeting of the American Association of Laboratory Animal Science, 
one of the researchers speaking on nonhuman primate availability directed his 
audience to pay attention to the topic of animal rights as it would increasingly 
impinge upon its activities. In April1979, the College of Medicine in Cincinnati 
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ideas. (The Cincinnati group holds a laboratory animal science meeting every 
year which is always well-attended as they have a reputation for selecting topical 
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subjects.) In 1980, the topic has been the focus of several scientific meetings, 
including one organized by the Association for the Study of Animal Behavior 
(U.K.) and the American Psychological Association. An analysis of some of the 
issues and a code of ethics resulting from a closed conference in France have just 
appeared in the Journal of Medical Primatology (9: 1980). 
Scientific journals in general are beginning to carry more articles on the 
topic of animal research and animal rights (e.g., New England journal of Medicine 
302:115, 1980). There are now two academic publications available which deal 
specifically with animal welfare topics: Animal Regulation Studies and this jour-
nal. In October 1977, the Federation of American Scientists published a newslet-
ter devoted to a report which castigated scientists for taking so little interest in 
animal welfare issues. The FAS report led to the formation of the Scientists' 
Center for Animal Welfare. This organization and the Institute for the Study of 
Animal Problems (established by the Humane Society of the United States in 
1975) together provide a nucleus of technical expertise as well as a platform for 
debate by concerned scientists. 
(ii) Farm Animals 
For a long time, UFAW was the only organization dealing specifically with 
farm animal welfare. It held a number of symposia on the topic and produced a 
handbook on farm animal welfare which has become a standard reference text 
(UFAW, 1971). It also sponsored Ruth Harrison's work, which led to her publica-
tion of Animal Machines (1964). However, greater interest in farm animal welfare 
is now being shown by others who deal directly with farm animals or who study 
animal production science. 
Some of the recent publications on this subject include Kiley-Worthington 
(1977) on behavioral problems of farm animals and Folsch (1978) on ethology and 
the ethics of farm animal production. Singer and Mason (1980) have produced a 
popular book examining farm animal production systems, while a more detailed 
analysis by Fox (1981) is due out shortly. 
Two years ago, a major meeting in Madrid on ethological and economic con-
siderations of farm animal production generated an initiative to establish a world 
committee on farm animal welfare. (Britain already has a Farm Animal Welfare 
Committee, as does the European Economic Community.) The Association for 
Animal Science held a special session at its annual meeting in Tucson, Arizona 
(1979) on the regulation of farm animals used in research and followed it up in 
1980 with a seminar on behavioral research and farm animal welfare. In Europe, a 
major meeting on the welfare of farm animals under intensive systems was held 
in Amsterdam in April1978 (Elsevier, 1980). This meeting was sponsored by all the 
leading veterinary, animal science and animal protection societies, and 
demonstrates the extent of dialogue existing in Europe at present. Dialogue in the 
U.S. between animal science and animal protection groups is now beginning to 
develop as shown by the growing interest among professional groups in questions 
relating to farm animal welfare. A recent issue of the agribusiness newspaper 
Feedstuffs (September 8, 1980) contained an editorial and several articles with 
the message that farm animal welfare would be a major issue for the 80's. Since 
those articles appeared, the Council for Agricultural Science and Technology, a 
prestigious policy analysis group, has set up a task force to examine the issue, 
and the U.S. Animal Health Association has decided that the topic deserves 
serious consideration after all. 
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Conclusion 
One aspect of the animal welfare movement which has not been touched 
upon in the chronology is the growth of activist groups who see themselves as 
defenders of animal rights. Many of the people involved in these groups have 
either graduated from the civil rights, women's rights, and peace movements, or 
have studied their tactics and are adopting some or all of their methods. Groups 
in New York City have played significant roles in halting a cat sex research pro-
ject in New York (Wade, 1976), getting Amnesty International to drop their sup-
port for a research project investigating the effects of electric shocks (simulated 
torture episodes) on pigs, and having the Metcalf-Hatch pound seizure law in 
New York state repealed. 
A more ambitious project, aimed at effecting a major change in toxicity 
testing approaches, has also been very successful. The goal of a coalition of over 
four hundred groups to end the Draize eye irritancy test in rabbits has almost 
been achieved in that both government and industry are re-evaluating the test to 
see if it is really necessary and in the meantime, attempting to modify the test to 
make it more humane. In addition, Revlon has given a $750,000 grant to 
Rockefeller University to seek a nonanimal alternative to the Draize (See News 
and Review.). 
In the United Kingdom, there have been numerous raids on laboratory 
facilities by a group known as the Animal Liberation Front. In general, their ac-
tivities have not received wide press coverage, but the problem was considered 
serious enough for the Research Defence Society to issue a booklet advising their 
members on how to improve laboratory security. An activist element within the 
Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals is seeking to radicalize the 
policies of that organization (Wilkins, 1980). Networks of activists have been 
established such as Co-ordinating Animal Welfare in the U.K. and Animal Rights 
Network in the U.S. Both organizations perceive the animal liberation struggle as 
part of a wider political movement to defend all exploited beings (Mason, 1981) 
and to challenge modern institutions responsible for perpetuating such exploitation. 
While it is unclear what the next ten years will produce for animals, one 
thing is certain: Animal welfare groups, be they perceived as activist or establish-
ment, will become increasingly sophisticated in the methods employed to 
highlight the plight of animals, and more effective in securing change. 
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Progress in Sheltering and Control 
The Humane Society News (26(1):4-6, 
1981) reported the following examples of 
progress in animal sheltering and con-
trol, measured by a reduction of the re-
ported number of homeless animals 
turned into shelters in various com-
munities. 
The Humane Society of Huron Val-
ley (Ann Arbor, Michigan) handled al-
most 19,000 animals in 1975, and re-
duced that amount to 12,000 in 1979. 
The number of animals euthanized an-
nually was cut almost in half, dropping 
from 12,573 to 6, 988. The society reports 
that four surrounding counties had in-
creases in both categories in the same 
period. The difference is that HSHV 
started programs in public education 
and law enforcement and opened a 
spay-neuter clinic in 1975. The clinic per-
formed 4,200 surgeries in 1979. 
The Tarrant County Humane Socie-
ty (Ft. Worth, Texas) opened a spay clin-
ic in a low-income neighborhood in Oc-
tober 1978 and has sterilized more than 
8,000 animals there. The number of pup-
pies and kittens coming into the shelter 
has been reduced by 50%. 
At the Peninsula Humane Society 
(San Mateo, California), the number of 
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dogs handled dropped from 21,000 in 
1974 to 12,000 in 1979; the number of 
cats decreased from 15,000 to 9,000. The 
society's self-supporting spay/neuter 
clinic sterilized 20,000 animals between 
1973 and 1979. 
The Vancouver Regional Branch of 
the British Columbia SPCA euthanized 
21,000 animals in 1979 compared to 
80,000 in 1976. Again, a program of ster-
ilization and education seems to have 
made the difference since nearby muni-
cipalities without such a program re-
ported an increase in animals euthan-
ized in the same time period. 
The number of animals sheltered 
annually by the Western Pennsylvania 
Humane Society (Pittsburgh) decreased 
by 2,288 dogs and 4,234 cats between 
1970-71 and 1978-79. The society credits 
the decrease to more adoptions, better 
education programs, improved shelter 
facilities and a neutering program 
through which 21,000 animals have been 
sterilized since 1966. 
Only two states have laws making 
sterilization of animals adopted from 
shelters mandatory. California requires 
all adopted cats to be neutered, while 
Florida extends the requirements to all 
animals adopted from shelters. 
LAB ANIMALS 
AAALAC Chairman Deplores Lack of 
Controls on Animal Research 
Professor Harold Feinberg of the 
University of Illinois School of Basic 
Medicine called for an end to cosmetics 
testing and all painfu I research on an-
imals at a conference held at the Anti-
Cruelty Society in Chicago in November 
1980. Feinberg, who is also the current 
chairman of the American Association 
for the Accreditation of Laboratory Ani-
mal Care (AAALAC), declared that 
"there must be rules [governing animal 
experimentation}." One of the things 
that is not permissible is to inflict 'pain.' 
Since AAALAC is one of the major pro-
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Progress in Sheltering and Control 
The Humane Society News (26(1):4-6, 
1981) reported the following examples of 
progress in animal sheltering and con-
trol, measured by a reduction of the re-
ported number of homeless animals 
turned into shelters in various com-
munities. 
The Humane Society of Huron Val-
ley (Ann Arbor, Michigan) handled al-
most 19,000 animals in 1975, and re-
duced that amount to 12,000 in 1979. 
The number of animals euthanized an-
nually was cut almost in half, dropping 
from 12,573 to 6, 988. The society reports 
that four surrounding counties had in-
creases in both categories in the same 
period. The difference is that HSHV 
started programs in public education 
and law enforcement and opened a 
spay-neuter clinic in 1975. The clinic per-
formed 4,200 surgeries in 1979. 
The Tarrant County Humane Socie-
ty (Ft. Worth, Texas) opened a spay clin-
ic in a low-income neighborhood in Oc-
tober 1978 and has sterilized more than 
8,000 animals there. The number of pup-
pies and kittens coming into the shelter 
has been reduced by 50%. 
At the Peninsula Humane Society 
(San Mateo, California), the number of 
/NT I STUD ANIM PROB 2(2) 1981 
dogs handled dropped from 21,000 in 
1974 to 12,000 in 1979; the number of 
cats decreased from 15,000 to 9,000. The 
society's self-supporting spay/neuter 
clinic sterilized 20,000 animals between 
1973 and 1979. 
The Vancouver Regional Branch of 
the British Columbia SPCA euthanized 
21,000 animals in 1979 compared to 
80,000 in 1976. Again, a program of ster-
ilization and education seems to have 
made the difference since nearby muni-
cipalities without such a program re-
ported an increase in animals euthan-
ized in the same time period. 
The number of animals sheltered 
annually by the Western Pennsylvania 
Humane Society (Pittsburgh) decreased 
by 2,288 dogs and 4,234 cats between 
1970-71 and 1978-79. The society credits 
the decrease to more adoptions, better 
education programs, improved shelter 
facilities and a neutering program 
through which 21,000 animals have been 
sterilized since 1966. 
Only two states have laws making 
sterilization of animals adopted from 
shelters mandatory. California requires 
all adopted cats to be neutered, while 
Florida extends the requirements to all 
animals adopted from shelters. 
LAB ANIMALS 
AAALAC Chairman Deplores Lack of 
Controls on Animal Research 
Professor Harold Feinberg of the 
University of Illinois School of Basic 
Medicine called for an end to cosmetics 
testing and all painfu I research on an-
imals at a conference held at the Anti-
Cruelty Society in Chicago in November 
1980. Feinberg, who is also the current 
chairman of the American Association 
for the Accreditation of Laboratory Ani-
mal Care (AAALAC), declared that 
"there must be rules [governing animal 
experimentation}." One of the things 
that is not permissible is to inflict 'pain.' 
Since AAALAC is one of the major pro-
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fessional groups which have been set up 
to provide some self-regulation of bio-
medical research, Feinberg's comments 
are particularly startling. 
While he stressed that he is a physi-
ologist who kills dogs in order to study 
cardiac function, he also stated that he 
does not consider the pursuit of knowl-
edge in and of itself a necessarily ac-
ceptable goal of research: "[T]he knowl-
edge must relate to the alleviation of 
pain and suffering in humans and ani-
mals," and the research should never in-
flict pain on the animal subjects. At 
present, under the federal Animal Wel-
fare Act, the care of laboratory animals 
is regulated by federal authorities, but 
there is no limit as to what is permissible 
for an experimenter to do with an animal 
once it leaves the holding facility. 
As to the function of AAALAC, Fein-
berg noted: "What we worry about is 
cage space, cleanliness, training of ani-
mal caretakers and nutrition. The organ-
ization cannot say anything about what 
the animals are used for, so it is like 
being a good concentration camp 
guard." If AAALAC were to comment on 
the protocols and procedures used, then 
they "would not be allowed to exist." 
Dr. Feinberg was particularly hard on 
cosmetic testing, stating that it was a 
"frivolous use of animals" which he 
would "like to see outlawed." 
While Feinberg was the undoubted 
central figure at the conference, not so 
much because of what he said, but be-
cause he was saying it, there were a 
number of other noteworthy contribu-
tions. Philosophers Tom Regan (North 
Carolina State University) and Dale 
jamieson (University of Colorado) dis-
cussed their "modified innocence prin-
ciple" which states that it is wrong to 
harm an innocent unless one can show 
that by doing so, one will save or signif-
icantly ameliorate the lot of a greater 
number of innocents. They rejected the 
premise that we are justified in doing 
unlimited experimentation as well as the 
premise that it is always wrong to harm 
an innocent animal. However, they ar-
gued that most of the harmful exper-
69 
iments done on animals "are not morally 
permissible because the scientific com-
munity has not made a conscientious ef-
fort to search for alternatives." 
Robert Brown, Executive Director 
of the Anti-Cruelty Society, noted that 
the positions expressed by Feinberg, 
Jamieson and Regan are "tantamount to 
a cease and desist order on a large 
proportion of the current world-wide use 
of some two hundred million laboratory 
animals." Brown also explained that the 
conference resulted from a year of ac-
tive dialogue between the Anti-Cruelty 
Society and Chicago's biomedical com-
munity. It serves to illustrate that scien-
tists and animal welfare professionals 
can work together to achieve common 
goals and could, perhaps, form the nu-
cleus of Feinberg's suggested "groups of 
people who should sit in judgment of 
what we do in laboratories." 
Reulon Funds Draize Test Initiative 
On December 23, 1980 Revlon an-
nounced that it was giving a grant of up 
to $750,000 to Rockefeller University to 
fund a research effort aimed initially at 
finding an alternative to the Draize rab-
bit eye-irritancy test. Michel Bergerac, 
chief executive of the multi-billion dol-
lar corporation, also called upon other 
leading cosmetic and toiletry com-
panies, including Avon, Bristol-Myers, 
Gillette, johnson and johnson, Max Fac-
tor and Procter and Gamble to join Rev-
Jon as full partners in supporting this re-
search effort. Mr. Rodney Nichols, Exec-
utive Vice President of Rockefeller Uni-
versity, commented in accepting the 
grant that "this extraordinary corporate 
decision is significant for both the Uni-
versity and the scientific community 
generally because it shows the increas-
ing willingness of industry to participate 
with academic institutions in studies re-
lated to major national health goals." 
The Draize t'est has been the focus 
of a campaign to urge industry and gov-
ernment to develop a nonanimal alter-
native for irritancy testing. A coalition 
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of over four hundred animal welfare 
organizations has been applying 
pressure to both the cosmetic industry 
and the government to abolish the test 
or to modify it to make it more humane. 
Several groups have focused specific-
ally on Revlon, starting with a full-page 
advertisement in the New York Times (15 
April 1980) captioned "How many rab-
bits does Revlon blind for beauty's 
sake?" The Cosmetic, Toiletry and Frag-
rance Association (CTFA) has also been a 
target of consumer pressure, but Revlon 
has been perceived as the "sacrificial 
lamb" by Donald Davis, editor of the 
trade publication, Drug and Cosmetic In-
dustry. In a June 1980 editorial he com-
ments that Revlon's plight has "engen-
dered more sympathy in the industry ... 
than any other single happening since 
the founding of the company," but that 
"there has been a distinct lack of 'vol-
unteers' among industry leaders to help 
take the head off Revlon." However, ac-
cording to Michel Bergerac, Revlon's in-
itiative merely confirms and extends 
their past interest in and research on 
potential alternatives. Whatever the 
background to the decision to award the 
grant, Henry Spira, co-ordinator of the 
coalition, welcomes this constructive 
approach by Revlon and hopes that 
similar initiatives will be taken by other 
major cosmetic and toiletry companies. 
The principal investigator for the 
project at Rockefeller University will be 
Dr. Dennis Stark, Director of the Labora-
tory Animal Research Center. Dr. Stark 
has a research background which in-
cludes the study of inflammatory re-
sponses. He plans to employ one or two 
cell scientists to help determine the 
feasibility of developing a cell culture 
alternative to the Draize test. There 
have been mixed results from earlier 
exploratory studies on cell culture sys-
tems. In the U.K., a pilot project at Haz-
leton Research Laboratories gave pro-
mising results, but Unilever has decided 
that cell cultures are not reliable for irri-
tant screening, according to Anthony 
johnson, a scientist in the company's En-
vironmental Safety Division. 
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In the U.S., studies using cell death 
or release of chemotactic agents by 
cells did not give good correlations with 
in vivo results. However, at a CTFA-
sponsored workshop on eye irritancy 
testing, Dr. Kwan Chan (University of 
Washington, Seattle) commented that 
his corneal cell culture system had good 
potential as a screen for acute effects 
and subsequent healing rates. By con-
strast, Dr. T. Brody of Michigan State 
University's Department of Pharmacol-
ogy and Toxicology is very scathing 
about the prospects of cell culture: [T]he 
suggestion that cell cultures may have 
any utility in assessing the safety of 
chemicals in the human eye is without 
any redeeming merit" (MSU News, 8 
May 1980). Most cell scientists, however, 
would contest this view. Professor David 
Smyth, a fellow of the Royal Society and 
a defender of the need to do research on 
animals, has stated: "[T]here does seem 
to be a good case for a major attempt to 
find an alternative to the Draize test" 
since this "is a relatively circumscribed 
problem involving only the epithelial 
cover of the eye and the underlying cor-
nea" (Alternatives to Animal Experi-
ments, Scolar Press, London, UK, 1978). 
Obviously, Revlon and Rockefeller 
University agree with Professor Smyth. 
The project funded by Revlon should 
give, at the very least, a much better 
idea of the feasibility of using cell cul-
ture as a screen for eye irritancy. 
FARM ANIMALS 
Biotin and Farm Animal Welfare 
Recent research has shown that bio-
tin deficiency may increase animals' sus-
ceptibility to stress and disease. R.L. 
Hood (Feedstuffs, 29 Dec. 1980, pp. 
13-15) reports that low concentrations of 
the vitamin biotin in the diet of parent 
poultry stock, in their eggs, and in the 
diet of their offspring is believed to be 
the major factor contributing to fatty 
liver and kidney syndrome (FLKS) which 
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of over four hundred animal welfare 
organizations has been applying 
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Biotin and Farm Animal Welfare 
Recent research has shown that bio-
tin deficiency may increase animals' sus-
ceptibility to stress and disease. R.L. 
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13-15) reports that low concentrations of 
the vitamin biotin in the diet of parent 
poultry stock, in their eggs, and in the 
diet of their offspring is believed to be 
the major factor contributing to fatty 
liver and kidney syndrome (FLKS) which 
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in the U.S. is known as 'flip-over disease' 
or 'heart attack.' 
Some feedstuffs, such as oats, barley 
and wheat, have low bioavailability of 
biotin. Availability of this essential vita-
min may also be reduced by antagonists, 
biotin-binding proteins, antibiotics, 
sulfanilamides and other antimicrobials. 
Excessive noise, as from a thunder-
storm, or sudden changes in tempera-
ture can trigger the disorder; ironically, 
these are natural stressors to which all 
poultry were once well adapted. Ap-
parently, when birds are stressed, they 
break down glycogen into glucose and 
glucose into lactic acid. With biotin defi-
ciency (which affects biotin-dependent 
liver enzymes), gluconeogenesis is im-
paired, blood lactate levels increase and 
birds die from hypoglycemic coma. It is 
possible that the standard recommended 
daily requirement of biotin may be 
much higher than normal for birds in 
modern intensive systems: The many 
husbandry stresses, species-atypical diet 
and chronic intake of antimicrobial and 
other drugs could be resulting in faster 
utilization of and greater demand for 
the vitamin. 
Adding biotin to the diet may help 
to prevent not only 'flip-over', but also 
foot pad dermatitis and breast blisters in 
broilers (See Feedstuffs, 25 Aug. 1980). 
Pigs also appear to be affected by 
biotin levels in their diet. R.H.C. Penny 
et al. (Vet Rec 107: 350-351, 1980) report 
that although sows in a herd with a high 
frequency of foot lesions and lameness 
failed to benefit from a dietary supple-
ment of biotin, replacement gilts with 
minimal foot lesions on entry to the herd 
did benefit from biotin supplementation 
and showed less 'confinement floor' heel 
erosion, heel bruising and 'corn.' 
U.K. Report on Transport and Slaughter 
The following is excerpted from a 
press release issued 5 November 1980 by 
Botsford Public Relations Ltd., London. 
Major proposals for improvement 
of animal welfare on-farm and during 
transport, marketing, lairing, pre-slaugh-
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ter handling, stunning and slaughter 
were made in the Ammerdown Group 
Report, published 5 November 1980. 
What makes the report unique is that its 
recommendations are made by leaders 
of the meat industry as well as those pro-
fessionally involved with animal be-
havior and welfare. The aim of the 
seminar held by the independent Am-
merdown Group, which took its name 
from the meeting place near Bath, was 
" ... to identify the key problems and to 
seek practical solutions for a more hu-
mane and efficient transport and slaugh-
tering system." 
The report states that its strength 
" ... lies in the degree of unanimity 
amongst the participants on the need to 
improve the welfare of animals before 
slaughter. and, in so doing, raise the 
quality of the carcasses produced .... Al-
though it was recognized by the Group 
that some changes could be expensive, 
it was also strongly felt that there were 
many areas which could be modified at 
low cost." The report has been endorsed 
by the Animal Welfare Committee of the 
British Veterinary Association. 
The major problems identified in 
the report include: overly vigorous treat-
ment on-farm in goading animals into 
dark vehicles; badly designed vehicles 
and loading ramps; harassments and dis-
turbances in markets; out-of-date meat 
plants with poorly designed pens and 
passageways; stress in pre-slaughter 
handling; ineffective stunning, with an-
imals being stuck while still conscious; 
poor poultry crate design; lack of job 
motivation, training and understanding 
in some large meat plants; insufficient 
communication between the various 
sectors involved in the industry because 
of their diverse natures; and supervision 
which is often cursory or lacking alto-
gether because the day-to-day responsi-
bility for the welfare of animals destined 
for slaughter is divided among a number 
of different authorities. 
The two key recommendations of 
the group are: 
1. "A small, independent coordi-
nating center should be established 
as soon as possible to act as a focal 
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point for all those concerned with 
the transport and slaughter of farm 
animals. It would act as a link be-
tween all the various groups in-
volved, including welfare organiza-
tions, research and development, 
equipment manufacturers and the 
industry itself. The center would en-
courage the implementation of me-
thods that would be both cost-ef-
fective and improve the welfare of 
the animals themselves." 
2. "The government should be 
urged to create a unified and inde-
pendent inspection service under 
the control of the Animal Health 
Division of the Ministry of Agri-
culture, which would be respon-
sible for ensuring the humane trans-
port and handling of livestock be-
tween farm and slaughter, and for 
meat inspection. In this way, con-
trol would be coordinated and 
problems that occurred at any 
stage quickly traced. Furthermore, 
a consistent standard could be es-
tablished throughout the country." 
Copies of the report, "The Trans-
port and Slaughter of Farm Animals" 
(CJA & HSA, 1980) are available for £1 
each from the Council of Justice to Ani-
mals and Humane Slaughter Associa-
tion, 34 Blanche Lane, Potters Bar, 
Herts., UK. 
USAHA Wants Welfare Research 
At its 1980 annual meeting in Louis-
ville, Kentucky, the U.S. Animal Health 
Association (USAHA) passed a resolu-
tion supporting the idea of federally 
funded research related to animal wel-
fare and intensified management prac-
tices. As stated in the USAHA Newsletter 
(7(3):2, 1980), resolutions passed by the 
membership " ... become a major part of 
the policies of the Association for the 
coming year." 
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WILDLIFE 
Scoline and Culling Operations 
The culling of animals in national 
parks is a controversial subject. How-
ever, once the decision to cull has been 
made, employment of a humane and ef-
ficient killing technique should assume 
top priority. 
The South African Federation of So-
cieties for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals, in response to public concern 
over the use of the neuromuscular 
blocking agent, succinylcholine chloride 
(Scoline), for immobilization of wild an-
imals (See lnt f Stud Anim Prob 1(4):218, 
1980), conducted an independent inves-
tigation of culling operations in the 
Kruger National Park in which Scoline 
was used on elephant and buffalo. The 
International Society for the Protection 
of Animals (ISPA) assisted the investiga-
tion by providing a veterinary ethologist 
and a veterinarian to join a team which 
spent 5 days at the Park in the eastern 
Transvaal in November 1979. 
According to Park officials, period-
ic droughts necessitate the culling of el-
ephant, buffalo, and possibly in the fu-
ture, kudu. The carcasses of culled ani-
mals are removed and processed for 
consumption, a practice that has an eco-
nomic as well as hygienic purpose, as 
the sale of these carcasses creates reve-
nue for the Park. However, Park authori-
ties assured the team that culling quotas 
were determined by ecological surveys 
and not by economic considerations. 
The decision to use Scoline in the 
Kruger Park was influenced by the high 
degree of tameness exhibited by the an-
imals living there. Alternative agents, 
such as Etorphine (M-99), were rejected 
on the grounds that their slower killing 
action would result in darted animals 
scattering and attracting the attention 
of and arousing fear in other animals. 
[ian Douglas-Hamilton has reported an 
interesting case of cultural transmission 
in this regard: descendants of once fairly 
tame survivors of a brutal culling opera-
tion in a South African park in 1919 
show fear of man although they them-
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merdown Group, which took its name 
from the meeting place near Bath, was 
" ... to identify the key problems and to 
seek practical solutions for a more hu-
mane and efficient transport and slaugh-
tering system." 
The report states that its strength 
" ... lies in the degree of unanimity 
amongst the participants on the need to 
improve the welfare of animals before 
slaughter. and, in so doing, raise the 
quality of the carcasses produced .... Al-
though it was recognized by the Group 
that some changes could be expensive, 
it was also strongly felt that there were 
many areas which could be modified at 
low cost." The report has been endorsed 
by the Animal Welfare Committee of the 
British Veterinary Association. 
The major problems identified in 
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ment on-farm in goading animals into 
dark vehicles; badly designed vehicles 
and loading ramps; harassments and dis-
turbances in markets; out-of-date meat 
plants with poorly designed pens and 
passageways; stress in pre-slaughter 
handling; ineffective stunning, with an-
imals being stuck while still conscious; 
poor poultry crate design; lack of job 
motivation, training and understanding 
in some large meat plants; insufficient 
communication between the various 
sectors involved in the industry because 
of their diverse natures; and supervision 
which is often cursory or lacking alto-
gether because the day-to-day responsi-
bility for the welfare of animals destined 
for slaughter is divided among a number 
of different authorities. 
The two key recommendations of 
the group are: 
1. "A small, independent coordi-
nating center should be established 
as soon as possible to act as a focal 
/NT 1 STUD ANIM PROB 2[2] 1981 
point for all those concerned with 
the transport and slaughter of farm 
animals. It would act as a link be-
tween all the various groups in-
volved, including welfare organiza-
tions, research and development, 
equipment manufacturers and the 
industry itself. The center would en-
courage the implementation of me-
thods that would be both cost-ef-
fective and improve the welfare of 
the animals themselves." 
2. "The government should be 
urged to create a unified and inde-
pendent inspection service under 
the control of the Animal Health 
Division of the Ministry of Agri-
culture, which would be respon-
sible for ensuring the humane trans-
port and handling of livestock be-
tween farm and slaughter, and for 
meat inspection. In this way, con-
trol would be coordinated and 
problems that occurred at any 
stage quickly traced. Furthermore, 
a consistent standard could be es-
tablished throughout the country." 
Copies of the report, "The Trans-
port and Slaughter of Farm Animals" 
(CJA & HSA, 1980) are available for £1 
each from the Council of Justice to Ani-
mals and Humane Slaughter Associa-
tion, 34 Blanche Lane, Potters Bar, 
Herts., UK. 
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ville, Kentucky, the U.S. Animal Health 
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(7(3):2, 1980), resolutions passed by the 
membership " ... become a major part of 
the policies of the Association for the 
coming year." 
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Scoline and Culling Operations 
The culling of animals in national 
parks is a controversial subject. How-
ever, once the decision to cull has been 
made, employment of a humane and ef-
ficient killing technique should assume 
top priority. 
The South African Federation of So-
cieties for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals, in response to public concern 
over the use of the neuromuscular 
blocking agent, succinylcholine chloride 
(Scoline), for immobilization of wild an-
imals (See lnt f Stud Anim Prob 1(4):218, 
1980), conducted an independent inves-
tigation of culling operations in the 
Kruger National Park in which Scoline 
was used on elephant and buffalo. The 
International Society for the Protection 
of Animals (ISPA) assisted the investiga-
tion by providing a veterinary ethologist 
and a veterinarian to join a team which 
spent 5 days at the Park in the eastern 
Transvaal in November 1979. 
According to Park officials, period-
ic droughts necessitate the culling of el-
ephant, buffalo, and possibly in the fu-
ture, kudu. The carcasses of culled ani-
mals are removed and processed for 
consumption, a practice that has an eco-
nomic as well as hygienic purpose, as 
the sale of these carcasses creates reve-
nue for the Park. However, Park authori-
ties assured the team that culling quotas 
were determined by ecological surveys 
and not by economic considerations. 
The decision to use Scoline in the 
Kruger Park was influenced by the high 
degree of tameness exhibited by the an-
imals living there. Alternative agents, 
such as Etorphine (M-99), were rejected 
on the grounds that their slower killing 
action would result in darted animals 
scattering and attracting the attention 
of and arousing fear in other animals. 
[ian Douglas-Hamilton has reported an 
interesting case of cultural transmission 
in this regard: descendants of once fairly 
tame survivors of a brutal culling opera-
tion in a South African park in 1919 
show fear of man although they them-
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selves have always been left undis-
turbed (Among the Elephants, Viking, 
New York, 1975)]. 
Although the usual procedure in 
culling elephants is to dart, shoot and 
remove entire family units, and thus 
only minimally disturb the social struc-
ture of the herd, the culling witnessed by 
the Federation-ISPA team involved two 
bachelor bulls. Normal culling opera-
tions had been completed by the time of 
the team's visit, and these two animals 
were essentially sacrificed in order to 
demonstrate the effects of Scoline. 
Both animals collapsed two min-
utes after being darted. According to Dr. 
J. E. Cooper, the veterinarian sent under 
the auspices of I SPA, the elephants were 
still breathing when they were shot min-
utes after collapsing. A large herd of 
giraffe on the open savannah where the 
killing took place appeared to be only 
slightly affected by the event. 
In contrast, the culling of 30 buf-
falo occurred on rough, scrubby terrain. 
Observing from a helicopter, Colin Platt, 
!SPA's veterinary ethologist, noted that 
the animals galloped about in a frenzied 
manner and showed marked evidence of 
respiratory distress after being darted. 
The team concluded that the use of 
Scoline to immobilize elephants was 
"not unacceptable provided that the 
animals are reached before respiration 
ceases and are then immediately killed 
by shooting." The evidence for buffalo, 
however, is equivocal. On one hand, the 
animals observed by the Federation-
ISPA team died of respiratory paralysis, 
thus reinforcing the concern that 
Scoline can cause death by suffocation. 
On the other hand, tests done at another 
time on captive buffalo by senior Park 
veterinarian B. de Vos indicated that the 
animals' hearts stopped before their 
respiration failed. 
The team also concluded that the 
stress experienced by both the elephants 
and the buffalo could not be avoided, 
but could be (and was) localized and of 
short duration. 
The South African Federation of So-
cieties for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals does not intend the results of 
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this investigation to be taken as a 
blanket endorsement of the use of 
Scoline in elephant culling operations. 
The particular circumstances in the 
Kruger National Park, combined with 
the generous amount of skill, efficiency 
and compassion toward the animals dis-
played by the Park staff were major fac-
tors in the team's overall evaluation. 
Badgers Cowed by MAFF Report 
Anyone who has read Kenneth Gra-
hame's classic tale, The Wind in the Wil-
lows, knows that Badger, more than any 
of the other animals, cared little for the 
Wide World. In light of a recent decision 
by the British Ministry of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Food (MAFF), English badg-
ers would have done well to follow their 
literary counterpart's example and stay 
deep within the Wild Wood instead of es-
tablishing setts on land where cattle are 
farmed. After a suspension of operations 
lasting more than a year, the MAFF has 
decided to resume the gassing of badgers 
in areas where they are believed to be in-
fecting cattle with bovine tuberculosis. 
Public criticism of both the badger 
control pol icy and the methods of eradi-
cation provoked the suspension in Octo-
ber 1979, which was intended to last un-
til an investigation of the problem, head-
ed by Lord Zuckerman and designed to 
evaluate the current policy, could be 
completed. The report of the investiga-
tion, "Badgers, Cattle and Tuberculosis" 
(MAFF, 1980, £5.20) concludes not only 
that gassing operations should be re-
sumed in areas of bovine TB outbreak 
(primarily southwestern England), but al-
so that sampling procedures·, i.e., catch-
ing, killing and autopsying badgers to 
discover diseased individuals, should be 
extended to contiguous counties. 
The Veterinary Record, Britain's pro-
fessional veterinary journal, lauds the 
report for its thoroughness and ob jecti-
vity (707:433, 1980). The Beast, a U.K. 
magazine devoted to issues of the envi-
ronment and animal rights, calls the re-
port "whitewash" (No.8, pp. 1-3, 1981). 
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The Veterinary Record says that the 
eradication of local badger populations 
is an "unfortunate necessity." The Beast 
claims that the MAFF is continuing to 
operate on an assumption rather than on 
conclusive scientific evidence. 
According to an independent inves-
tigation conducted by the Beast, the lab-
oratory studies done to establish trans-
missibility of tuberculosis between 
badgers and cattle bore little resem-
blance to field conditions and involved 
forcing healthy animals of one species 
to feed from the same floor where dis-
eased animals of the other species had 
excreted. The Beast further points out 
that the successful program to eradicate 
bovine TB from the national dairy herd 
in the 1950's did not implicate badgers. 
Therefore, why weren't the badgers rav-
aged by the 30% incidence of bovine TB 
at that time, and if they did have the dis-
ease, why did they not reinfect the herd 
during the SO's? 
The Beast suggests that there could 
be other factors contributing to bovine 
TB outbreak in cattle besides that of 
badgers acting as vectors, such as infect-
ed soil, intensive housing systems in 
which cattle are closely confined, 
wounds sustained through de-horning, 
and disease transmission by humans. 
The Zuckerman report's answer to accu-
sations that badgers are being made a 
scapegoat is a recommendation that 
" ... other wild creatures be systematical-
ly sampled and examined for tuberculo-
sis." This would seem to be a continua-
tion of the "when in doubt, annihilate" 
approach condemned by the Beast. Nor 
does it sit well with the Royal Society for 
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
(RSPCA), which was quoted in the Veteri-
nary Record as being opposed to both 
the deliberate killing of badgers in ap-
parently uninfected areas and the killing 
of other wild animals for sampling. 
While the Zuckerman report calls 
for improvements in gassing procedures 
(e.g., more efficient dissemination 
through badger tunnels) without ques-
tioning the efficacy of the technique 
overall, badger expert Eunice Overend 
considers gassing of entire setts a poor 
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method of control. As she told the Beast, 
badgers do not stay in their setts all the 
time (even in late winter, characterized 
by the report as the optimal time for 
gassing); therefore, it is likely that some 
members of a social group will survive 
gassing, join other groups, and possibly 
infect them. In addition, the stress asso-
ciated with the loss of an individual's or-
iginal group could in itself precipitate an 
attack of tuberculosis. 
The treatment of badgers by the 
MAFF raises questions not only about 
the humaneness and efficacy of the kill-
ing, but also about how the whole prob-
lem is perceived. To the MAFF, whose 
primary responsibility is to the farmers, 
outbreaks of bovine TB in cattle can 
mean economic disaster. Such pressures 
lead to searches for immediately effec-
tive, short-term solutions. Considera-
tions of long-term effects on the envi-
ronment, or acknowledgment that the 
root of the problem may lie in modern 
intensive management practices, simply 
do not fit into the program. 
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The Metaphysics of Anthropocentrism 
A Review of Paul Ehrenfeld's 
The Arrogance of Humanism 
and Mary Midgley's 
Beast and Man 
Bernard E. Rollin 
It is sometimes easy to forget that moral choices, positions, and problems 
cannot be separated from one's world-view, or to use the technical jargon, one's 
metaphysical position. When the Sophists, for example, argued that good and 
bad were relative to societies and even to individuals, their position was based on 
seeing the world as perpetually in flux, and knowledge as immediate perception 
of what is happening n6w. Plato's argument for eternal moral truths, in opposi-
tion to the Sophists, was grounded in his belief that flux was only apparent, and 
that the skeletal structure of reality was frozen and immutable, with 
mathematics serving as the paradigm case of knowledge. 
Our attitudes and behavior toward nature and toward other forms of life are 
clearly in the forefront of contemporary ethical concern. It thus becomes 
necessary to examine critically the metaphysics which has traditionally grounded 
these attitudes. Unquestionably, the key feature of the dominant underlying con-
ceptual scheme has been the positing of a clear-cut dichotomy between man and 
the natural world. For most of the Greeks, man is radically separated from 
nature- he lives in the realm of nomos, convention, somehow above the realm 
of physis, nature. He can reason, communicate, choose, create a social order, ap-
prehend ultimate reality, and even remove himself by his own efforts from 
whatever vestiges of raw nature adhere to him by virtue of the fact that he in-
habits a body. For the Jews, man was again set apart, and the rest of nature was 
given to him as a tool-chest- not to be abused, to be sure, but to be dealt with as 
something ready-at-hand. The Greek and the Hebrew fuse in Christianity, and an 
even greater wedge is driven between us and the world. 
The ethical and practical consequences of this sort of conceptual scheme 
are obvious and direct. We are separate from nature, we are better than nature, 
we should use nature to our advantage, we can and should employ our reason to 
run nature, and subjugate it, and improve it. And for the past few hundred years, 
we have been able to manipulate nature on a significant scale. Paul Ehrenfeld's 
book, The Arrogance of Humanism, examines the effects of this metaphysics. 
Most of his concern is not with the soundness of the metaphysics, but with its per-
nicious consequences in action and even more basically, with its failure to 
deliver on its promises. This, in fact, is the real value of Ehrenheld's book- its 
relentless, anecdotal catalogue of failures of "humanism" to deliver on its pro-
mise to control and improve. The picture which emerges from Ehrenfeld's ac-
Dr. Rollin is Professor of Philosophy, Professor of Physiology and Biophysics, 
and Director of Bioethical Planning at Colorado State University, Fort Collins, 
co 80523. 
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count is one of colossal chutzpah, the short-sighted hubris of the male basset 
hound pursuing the Great Dane bitch in heat. 
Ehrenfeld convincingly shows that substantial numbers of influential people 
believe that we can effectively control all aspects of the world: mind, body, and 
environment. We believe we can measure personality objectively, control 
behavior, explain the past, predict the future. We believe that we are on the 
threshold of controlling disease, repairing genetic defects, correcting chemical 
imbalances pharmacologically. We believe that we can design crops, control 
pests, irrigate the deserts, establish colonies in space, design new sources of 
energy. Ehrenfeld notes that invariably these claims are programmatic and pro-
missory- the technology is "just around the corner;" "we are right on the 
verge ... " But even more to the point, many of our alleged achievements are 
fraudulent; unable to withstand close scrutiny. Anyone who has looked beyond 
the glittering surfaces of many of our most touted achievements finds that they 
have no substance. This is glaringly obvious in the behavioral and social sciences. 
Jargon replaces insight; quantitative "methods" and "mathematical techniques" 
dignify the obvious with an air of esoteric inscrutability. All of this would be fun-
ny if it did not result in damaged lives. Witness the thousands of children labelled 
"hyperactive" or "Minimally Brain Damaged" (MBD)- impressive sounding 
diagnoses which have absolutely no empirical content. Witness the thousands of 
young people whose futures are determined by one day's SAT examinations, a 
test whose results can, in one fell swoop, negate the achievements of an entire 
four years of hard work in high school as far as college admission is concerned. 
By applying what Ehrenfeld calls "end product analysis," or long-run reckon-
ing of effects, we find that other apparent successes have no substance. For ex-
ample, we may ask if the miraculous advances in psychopharmacology really are 
of value if they only succeed in masking and concealing the natural responses to 
a stressful and anxiety-producing society, so that instead of trying to diminish the 
stress, we can simply suppress its symptoms? Or as I have asked in a recent paper, 
does not the proliferation of medical specialties which seems to discover more 
and more diseases to be treated, in fact in a deep sense create them (Roll in, 1979)? 
Has the medical science which has undeniably prolonged life from a statistical 
point of view ultimately done us a favor, when an ever-increasing number of us 
can anticipate iatrogenic effects, vegetable existences on respirators, or lonely, 
nightmarish imprisonments in the concentration camps called "nursing homes?" 
Ehrenfeld applies the same sort of reasoning to our mucking about with the 
environment, and emerges with similar results. The attempt to exterminate pests 
creates more pests. Intensive agriculture hurts the land, creates deserts, and 
makes crops more vulnerable to disease. The attempt to control pollution by 
using scrubbers yields acid rain, and so forth. The key point which emerges is that 
we are not in full control. We cannot model ecological systems; we cannot even 
isolate the relevant variables. This is true in virtually all aspects of science. Our 
predictive power is highly limited, in fact if not in principle, but perhaps in princi-
ple as well. In any case, as many neo-Luddites have pointed out, our ability to 
manipulate has outrun our ability to understand, technology has outdistanced 
science. The clarification of our values has not kept pace with the augmentation 
of our power. As one of my colleagues puts it, we have "know how" without 
"know-whither." 
In a deep sense, none of this is news. Those of us who grew up during or im-
mediately after World War II spent our adolescence lamenting technology, dehu-
manization, mechanization, etc. We formed communes in the 60s, and brought 
fortunes to the purveyors of yogurt and brown rice. Aside from some well-
researched examples, Ehrenfeld brings little that is new or helpful or deep, 
though he restates the problem well for a new generation. Like Pirsig, Toffler, 
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Jargon replaces insight; quantitative "methods" and "mathematical techniques" 
dignify the obvious with an air of esoteric inscrutability. All of this would be fun-
ny if it did not result in damaged lives. Witness the thousands of children labelled 
"hyperactive" or "Minimally Brain Damaged" (MBD)- impressive sounding 
diagnoses which have absolutely no empirical content. Witness the thousands of 
young people whose futures are determined by one day's SAT examinations, a 
test whose results can, in one fell swoop, negate the achievements of an entire 
four years of hard work in high school as far as college admission is concerned. 
By applying what Ehrenfeld calls "end product analysis," or long-run reckon-
ing of effects, we find that other apparent successes have no substance. For ex-
ample, we may ask if the miraculous advances in psychopharmacology really are 
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can anticipate iatrogenic effects, vegetable existences on respirators, or lonely, 
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Ehrenfeld applies the same sort of reasoning to our mucking about with the 
environment, and emerges with similar results. The attempt to exterminate pests 
creates more pests. Intensive agriculture hurts the land, creates deserts, and 
makes crops more vulnerable to disease. The attempt to control pollution by 
using scrubbers yields acid rain, and so forth. The key point which emerges is that 
we are not in full control. We cannot model ecological systems; we cannot even 
isolate the relevant variables. This is true in virtually all aspects of science. Our 
predictive power is highly limited, in fact if not in principle, but perhaps in princi-
ple as well. In any case, as many neo-Luddites have pointed out, our ability to 
manipulate has outrun our ability to understand, technology has outdistanced 
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of our power. As one of my colleagues puts it, we have "know how" without 
"know-whither." 
In a deep sense, none of this is news. Those of us who grew up during or im-
mediately after World War II spent our adolescence lamenting technology, dehu-
manization, mechanization, etc. We formed communes in the 60s, and brought 
fortunes to the purveyors of yogurt and brown rice. Aside from some well-
researched examples, Ehrenfeld brings little that is new or helpful or deep, 
though he restates the problem well for a new generation. Like Pirsig, Toffler, 
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Reich, and innumerable others, Ehrenfeld is a cocktail party Jeremiah, with little 
to offer in terms of solutions. We must unify emotion and reason, he tells us. 
Emotion can save us from the excesses of reason gone awry. We must turn away 
from reason. Reason has produced the absurdities he has chronicled. Reason can 
be used to prove anything- we need to trust emotion. All of which is too 
sloganistic to refute, save to point out that the same sort of smear campaign can 
be launched against emotion. After all, emotion gave us Adolf Hitler, the 
Crusades, and Lawrence Welk. 
Style matches content in Ehrenfeld;s book. He raves, he rants, he vents his 
spleen, he mesmerizes. Typically, he doesn't argue or even explain at length or in 
depth. How does one balance reason and emotion? How does one know that one 
has reached the end of an end-product analysis? Must humanism necessarily take 
the form he describes? How does one begin to effect changes in the things he 
condemns if our entire society is locked into it- economically, educationally, 
agriculturally, technologically, and as he says, religiously (the "religion of 
humanism")? In one potentially interesting chapter, Ehrenfeld describes the 
various utilitarian justifications conservationists can and have mustered for 
preserving nature. In that chapter, he stresses an obvious point- there is no 
necessity that human utilitarian objectives will always or even often jibe with 
ecological needs. What we need, he suggests, is an ethic which will see nature as 
valuable in itself. However, while he devotes 30 pages to presenting and criticiz-
ing the utilitarian defense of nature, this new and valuable approach is dealt with 
in 4. This is a significant omission, for if anything can save us from the fate 
Ehrenfeld describes, it is a moral and metaphysical Gestalt shift. Some thinkers, 
notably my colleague Holmes Rolston (Rolston,1975), have done pioneering work 
on an ethic which gives intrinsic value to nature. Such a position must be clarified 
at length before we, who are steeped in a metaphysics which identifies "human" 
with "valuable," can find it at all plausible. 
Not long ago, I was discussing the salability of philosophy books with a 
senior editor at a major New York publisher. People do not want arguments, I was 
told. They want oracular pronouncements, conclusions, answers from the ex-
perts. They don't want subtle distinctions, or both sides of an issue, or for you to 
present the problems with the position you are defending. They want to be told. 
"But," I responded, "in philosophy and in ethics no one has definitive answers. I 
am privy to no facts or empirical data which make my positions more solid than 
others. They stand and fall with the arguments I muster to defend them." "In that 
case," said the editor, "put them in an appendix at the back of the book so the 
few people who care can find them." If this is indeed what people want, 
Ehrenfeld's book should sell well. 
Some of the holes in Ehrenfeld's book are filled by Mary Midgley's Beast and 
Man: The Roots of Human Nature. This book addresses in a direct way the fun-
damental metaphysical question raised at the beginning of this review. Is man 
radically different, and metaphysically separate from the rest of nature? As long 
as that question is answered in the affirmative, something like Ehrenfeld's 
"humanism" is the inevitable result, whether it takes the form of 20th century 
technological or 4th century Christian contempt for nature. Only a radical 
change in our moral and metaphysical perspective can provide us with deep 
grounds for valuing nature and other creatures. Historically, the theories which 
unify man and nature have been few and lacking in influence in comparison with 
those which create a bifurcation. After Darwin, and indeed in Darwin's own work, 
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it appeared that a metaphysics of continuity between man and the rest of the 
world could be firmly established, and in its wake an ethic of continuity as well. 
(Ironically, such a metaphysics of continuity can be found in portions of Aris-
totle, though this thread in Aristotle is far less influential than his postulation of 
clear-cut natural kinds.) Books such as E.P. Evans' Evolutional Ethics and Animal 
Psychology (1898) pressed this point. On the other hand, the traditional 
metaphysics of human separation and exclusive intrinsic value was also made to 
fit Darwinism by distorting the notion of survival of the fittest, and by placing 
man at the "top of the evolutionary ladder," whatever that means. In this way, 
man's ontological and valuational uniqueness was preserved. In the post-
Darwinian intellectual world, new metaphysical arguments have emerged which 
can be used to justify the ancient split between man and animals or man and 
nature. Such an argument, for example, is the neo-Cartesian equation of reason or 
even thought with language, and the related claim that language sets man apart, 
a view most eloquently defended by Noam Chomsky. Another such argument 
currently in vogue is the view that moral rights and duties are contractual, and 
that neither nature nor animals are part of the contract. 
Midgley's book is an attempt to show that man does have a nature, i.e., an in-
nate, genetically determined set of predispositions, and that this nature is con-
tinuous with that of animals, especially "higher" mammals. Thus one can learn 
about human behavior and "mind" by studying ethology, even as one can learn 
about human physiology by studying animals with whom we are evolutionarily 
continuous. Until very recently, such a position was quite unpopular, since 
psychology had been thoroughly dominated by blank-slate behaviorism, a truly 
idiotic but highly influential ideology. (Ironically, Chomsky and Midgley are very 
close in their emphasis on innateness and their rejection of behaviorism.) Further-
more, the influence of anti-religious existentialism also put the concept of 
natural endowment into bad odor, since the existentialists erroneously tied 
together freedom and blankness. 
Midgley shows that far from freedom being in opposition to having a nature, 
it in fact depends upon it, as does morality. She also shows, in an extremely 
valuable discussion, that there is nothing wrong with having a nature which is 
continuous with animals. In fact, animals have gotten extremely bad press in the 
Western tradition, as symbols of unrestrained appetite, ferocity, and aggression. 
Midgley takes pain to show that animals are an extremely poor choice as symbols 
of evil. Man in fact, is infinitely more ferocious, more aggressive and more 
capable of indiscriminate killing and sadism than animals are. 
In other valuable discussions, Midgley debunks the coherence of the con-
cept of an evolutionary ladder, ranking higher and lower organisms. As just in-
dicated, "being at the top" is often used to provide man with a metaphysically 
unique position compatible with Darwinism. However, from a strict evolutionary 
point of view, there is no "top," no "highest," no "best," only differential 
reproduction. As I have argued elsewhere, the only reason man is at the "top" is 
that he draws up the list. Such a list reflects our valuational biases, rather than 
giving us an accurate picture of the way things are. For example, if widespread 
adaptative success is claimed to determine status on the evolutionary ladder, 
then we must share top rung with the cockroach and the rat. If one claims that in-
telligence determines status, we may ask why this is so, since intelligence does 
not guarantee survival under all circumstances. In fact, Ehrenfeld and others 
would probably claim that too much intelligence may well destroy our species. 
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be used to prove anything- we need to trust emotion. All of which is too 
sloganistic to refute, save to point out that the same sort of smear campaign can 
be launched against emotion. After all, emotion gave us Adolf Hitler, the 
Crusades, and Lawrence Welk. 
Style matches content in Ehrenfeld;s book. He raves, he rants, he vents his 
spleen, he mesmerizes. Typically, he doesn't argue or even explain at length or in 
depth. How does one balance reason and emotion? How does one know that one 
has reached the end of an end-product analysis? Must humanism necessarily take 
the form he describes? How does one begin to effect changes in the things he 
condemns if our entire society is locked into it- economically, educationally, 
agriculturally, technologically, and as he says, religiously (the "religion of 
humanism")? In one potentially interesting chapter, Ehrenfeld describes the 
various utilitarian justifications conservationists can and have mustered for 
preserving nature. In that chapter, he stresses an obvious point- there is no 
necessity that human utilitarian objectives will always or even often jibe with 
ecological needs. What we need, he suggests, is an ethic which will see nature as 
valuable in itself. However, while he devotes 30 pages to presenting and criticiz-
ing the utilitarian defense of nature, this new and valuable approach is dealt with 
in 4. This is a significant omission, for if anything can save us from the fate 
Ehrenfeld describes, it is a moral and metaphysical Gestalt shift. Some thinkers, 
notably my colleague Holmes Rolston (Rolston,1975), have done pioneering work 
on an ethic which gives intrinsic value to nature. Such a position must be clarified 
at length before we, who are steeped in a metaphysics which identifies "human" 
with "valuable," can find it at all plausible. 
Not long ago, I was discussing the salability of philosophy books with a 
senior editor at a major New York publisher. People do not want arguments, I was 
told. They want oracular pronouncements, conclusions, answers from the ex-
perts. They don't want subtle distinctions, or both sides of an issue, or for you to 
present the problems with the position you are defending. They want to be told. 
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few people who care can find them." If this is indeed what people want, 
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Some of the holes in Ehrenfeld's book are filled by Mary Midgley's Beast and 
Man: The Roots of Human Nature. This book addresses in a direct way the fun-
damental metaphysical question raised at the beginning of this review. Is man 
radically different, and metaphysically separate from the rest of nature? As long 
as that question is answered in the affirmative, something like Ehrenfeld's 
"humanism" is the inevitable result, whether it takes the form of 20th century 
technological or 4th century Christian contempt for nature. Only a radical 
change in our moral and metaphysical perspective can provide us with deep 
grounds for valuing nature and other creatures. Historically, the theories which 
unify man and nature have been few and lacking in influence in comparison with 
those which create a bifurcation. After Darwin, and indeed in Darwin's own work, 
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it appeared that a metaphysics of continuity between man and the rest of the 
world could be firmly established, and in its wake an ethic of continuity as well. 
(Ironically, such a metaphysics of continuity can be found in portions of Aris-
totle, though this thread in Aristotle is far less influential than his postulation of 
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nature. Such an argument, for example, is the neo-Cartesian equation of reason or 
even thought with language, and the related claim that language sets man apart, 
a view most eloquently defended by Noam Chomsky. Another such argument 
currently in vogue is the view that moral rights and duties are contractual, and 
that neither nature nor animals are part of the contract. 
Midgley's book is an attempt to show that man does have a nature, i.e., an in-
nate, genetically determined set of predispositions, and that this nature is con-
tinuous with that of animals, especially "higher" mammals. Thus one can learn 
about human behavior and "mind" by studying ethology, even as one can learn 
about human physiology by studying animals with whom we are evolutionarily 
continuous. Until very recently, such a position was quite unpopular, since 
psychology had been thoroughly dominated by blank-slate behaviorism, a truly 
idiotic but highly influential ideology. (Ironically, Chomsky and Midgley are very 
close in their emphasis on innateness and their rejection of behaviorism.) Further-
more, the influence of anti-religious existentialism also put the concept of 
natural endowment into bad odor, since the existentialists erroneously tied 
together freedom and blankness. 
Midgley shows that far from freedom being in opposition to having a nature, 
it in fact depends upon it, as does morality. She also shows, in an extremely 
valuable discussion, that there is nothing wrong with having a nature which is 
continuous with animals. In fact, animals have gotten extremely bad press in the 
Western tradition, as symbols of unrestrained appetite, ferocity, and aggression. 
Midgley takes pain to show that animals are an extremely poor choice as symbols 
of evil. Man in fact, is infinitely more ferocious, more aggressive and more 
capable of indiscriminate killing and sadism than animals are. 
In other valuable discussions, Midgley debunks the coherence of the con-
cept of an evolutionary ladder, ranking higher and lower organisms. As just in-
dicated, "being at the top" is often used to provide man with a metaphysically 
unique position compatible with Darwinism. However, from a strict evolutionary 
point of view, there is no "top," no "highest," no "best," only differential 
reproduction. As I have argued elsewhere, the only reason man is at the "top" is 
that he draws up the list. Such a list reflects our valuational biases, rather than 
giving us an accurate picture of the way things are. For example, if widespread 
adaptative success is claimed to determine status on the evolutionary ladder, 
then we must share top rung with the cockroach and the rat. If one claims that in-
telligence determines status, we may ask why this is so, since intelligence does 
not guarantee survival under all circumstances. In fact, Ehrenfeld and others 
would probably claim that too much intelligence may well destroy our species. 
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Correlatively, the question of what distinguishes man from animals is a 
misleading one, for it ignores the fact that man is an animal, and it further con-
tains a valuational bias. (It really asks, what makes man better than animals. To 
my knowledge, only humans engage in rape- that is surely not what people are 
looking for when they ask for distinguishing marks of humans.) When asking the 
question of what distinguishes man from animals, we must ask which animals. In 
what is perhaps the best section of the book, Midgley discusses the claim that 
only humans have language, concepts, reason, culture, private experience. In all 
of these areas man is continuous with animals. Like Ehrenfeld, she raises the 
question of the ·connection between reason and emotion, or between reason and 
needs, function and nature, and argues much more persuasively than he does for 
the notion of reason as integration of diverse elements. 
In essence, Midlgey's book provides a sound philosophical base for the sort 
of critique promulgated by Ehrenfeld. She has the right idea- attack the 
metaphysical basis of the discontinuity thesis. Midgley is far better equipped 
philosophicallly than is Ehrenfeld, and has no aversion to long, sustained, dialect-
ical argument. Unfortunately, she is sometimes inclined towards verbosity and 
Talmuldic pilpul, so that one is in constant danger of losing the major thread of 
her discussion unless one is patient enough to give the book a second reading. 
The book would have benefitted greatly from weight loss, especially in those 
long-winded sections devoted to a discussion of E.O. Wilson's sociobiology 
arguments. Granted that Wilson has much to say in this area; still in all, Midgley's 
preoccupation with this one thinker, even when he is downright silly, as when he 
proposes to replace ethics with neurology, detracts from the power of the book. 
More serious is Midgley's failure to underscore and develop the implications 
of her attack on the traditional metaphysical bifurcation of man and beast. Her 
concern is still with understanding man; man's aggression, man's altruism, man's 
ethics, man's good life. It is odd that she says little (save in passing) about the im-
plications of her thesis for the moral status and moral treatment of animals (and 
of nature more generally). It is not enough to attack our moral stance toward 
nature, as Ehrenfeld does. One must also attack its metaphysical presupposition. 
But it is not enough to attack the metaphysical presupposition alone, and expect 
others to draw the moral consequences in the face of the shattered and obsolete 
metaphysics. A bad metaphysical position is, as Ehrenfeld is dimly aware, more 
like a religious position than like one's false belief that a whale is a fish. One can 
be told that one's metaphysical or religious position is logically incoherent or the 
source of bad morality-this will not expunge it. One must replace one's faith or 
conceptual scheme with another, else one will find oneself unconsciously relying 
upon the old. In the case of the split between man and nature, we need to be 
shown that we can I ive better in the world when we see ourselves as part of it. In 
my own work in this area, I have tried to show, as Midgley does, that no 
metaphysical cleavage can be made between man and animals (Rollin, 1978, 
Rollin, 1980). But unlike Midgley, I have tried to show exactly how our moral 
Gestalt must change in the wake of the critique of man's separation from nature. 
Our moral concern must be extended to all creatures. All living things must be 
admitted into the moral arena. All of their interests must be considered in the 
moral tone of voice. Only when our actual decisions and actions reflect a moral 
regard for other creatures can we truly be said to have escaped the stranglehold 
in which the conceptual scheme of human separateness from nature has held us 
since antiquity. 
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Farm Animal Welfare: 
Some Opinions 
Michael W. Fox 
The subject of farm animal welfare has evoked a wide range of responses 
from those involved in the livestock industry and those concerned about the 
humaneness of intensive husbandry farming practices. Books have been pub-
lished on the subject (Harrison, 1964; Mason & Singer, 1980; Dawkins, 1980 and 
Fox, 1980 and 1981) as well as a large number of articles in professional and 
popular magazines. Three international symposia dealing with animal rights have 
been held in the last two years (Lehman, 1980; Miller, 1981; Paterson and Ryder, 
1980) and a major European conference dealing with farm animal welfare and in-
volving veterinarians, farmers, animal scientists and animal welfare groups was 
held in Amsterdam in 1979 (Anim Regul Stud 2(3): 1980). 
In the U.K., a governmental Farm Animal Welfare Advisory Council has been 
established and codes of practice drawn up which have been copied by most of 
the member countries of the European Economic Community. In the U.S., 
humane concerns of 'factory' farming have been extensively discussed by Frank 
(1979) and a model draft of protective legislation drawn up. [See lnt J Stud Anim 
Prob 1(6): 391-395, 1980.] Both the Council for Agricultural Science and Technolo-
gy and the U.S. Animal Health Association are taking an active interest in the sub-
ject. The Institute for the Study of Animal Problems has recently conducted a 
small survey of veterinarians and animal scientists involved in the livestock in-
dustry in the U.S. to determine how they feel about the many husbandry prac-
tices that are now being questioned by a growing number of their professional 
peers in the U.K. and Europe (B.V.A., 1979). . 
Dr. Fox is Director of the Institute for the Study of Animal Problems, 
2100 L St., N.W., Washington, DC 20037. 
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since antiquity. 
79 /NT I STUD ANIM PROB 2(2) 1981 
Comment B. Rollin 
References 
Rollin, B.E. (1978) Beasts and men: the scope of moral concern, The Modern 
Schoolman 55:241-260. 
Rollin, B.E. (1979) On the nature of illness, Man and Medicine 4:157-172. 
Rollin, B.E. (1980) Animal rights and human morality (unpublished manuscript). 
Rolston, H. (1975) Is there an ecological ethic? Ethics 85:93-109. 
Farm Animal Welfare: 
Some Opinions 
Michael W. Fox 
The subject of farm animal welfare has evoked a wide range of responses 
from those involved in the livestock industry and those concerned about the 
humaneness of intensive husbandry farming practices. Books have been pub-
lished on the subject (Harrison, 1964; Mason & Singer, 1980; Dawkins, 1980 and 
Fox, 1980 and 1981) as well as a large number of articles in professional and 
popular magazines. Three international symposia dealing with animal rights have 
been held in the last two years (Lehman, 1980; Miller, 1981; Paterson and Ryder, 
1980) and a major European conference dealing with farm animal welfare and in-
volving veterinarians, farmers, animal scientists and animal welfare groups was 
held in Amsterdam in 1979 (Anim Regul Stud 2(3): 1980). 
In the U.K., a governmental Farm Animal Welfare Advisory Council has been 
established and codes of practice drawn up which have been copied by most of 
the member countries of the European Economic Community. In the U.S., 
humane concerns of 'factory' farming have been extensively discussed by Frank 
(1979) and a model draft of protective legislation drawn up. [See lnt J Stud Anim 
Prob 1(6): 391-395, 1980.] Both the Council for Agricultural Science and Technolo-
gy and the U.S. Animal Health Association are taking an active interest in the sub-
ject. The Institute for the Study of Animal Problems has recently conducted a 
small survey of veterinarians and animal scientists involved in the livestock in-
dustry in the U.S. to determine how they feel about the many husbandry prac-
tices that are now being questioned by a growing number of their professional 
peers in the U.K. and Europe (B.V.A., 1979). . 
Dr. Fox is Director of the Institute for the Study of Animal Problems, 
2100 L St., N.W., Washington, DC 20037. 
/NT} STUD ANIM PROB 2(2) 1981 80 
Comment MFox 
Poultry 
Almost half the respondents did not consider themselves sufficiently in-
volved to comment on the welfare issues of poultry. Of those who did, the ma-
jority either felt that the various practices were of no concern (e.g., slaughter 
methods and debeaking) or needed more research (e.g., cannibalism, vent pick-
ing, flooring and ventilation). The following comments extracted from the returns 
are representative of the respondents' attitudes: 
"The techniques of mass production are essential to the 
economics of the poultry industry. However, we must at all 
times be cognizant of the fact that poultry are living, breathing, 
feeling animals with rights as such." 
"Birds have a high pain threshold and do not feel pain like 
or to the extent many other animals do. The poultry industry is 
more advanced in management practices than most other ani-
mal enterprises. Stringent· regulation would hamper progress in 
a fast changing industry." 
"Anything resulting in decreased production or increased 
losses is already under study. Poultry industry does not have a 
profit margin which will tolerate continued poor husbandry 
practices." 
"It is my opinion that if poultry are unduly stressed or in-
humanely handled it will influence their productive perform-
ance. The majority of the poultry in the U.S. are housed, handl-
ed and fed in a manner to maximize productivity. I am of the 
opinion the operations to which there is obvious ethical or 
humane concern are minimal." 
Some concern was expressed over certain practices, especially over the methods 
used to destroy chicks at hatcheries, forced moulting and the question of battery 
cages and overcrowding. Poor ventilation in broiler houses and methods of cat-
ching and loading birds for slaughter also evoked concern. 
Pigs 
Most of the respondents considered themselves sufficiently qualified to 
comment on pig welfare and the majority again considered that the various prac-
tices were of no concern (e.g., castration, tail docking and tusk snipping) or need-
ed more research (e.g., floor surface and lameness or overcrowding). For example, 
respondents stated: 
81 
"In my experience, the confinement hog operations have 
tended to be more humane, overall, than many one to five sow 
operations where pigs have poor nutrition, no vaccinations and 
no warming, even though they are living under more 'natural' 
conditions." 
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"It is my feeling that the swine industry is doing a good job 
in all these areas. There is nothing wrong with our systems, 
there may be a few individual producers who violate standard 
procedures." 
"The producer should not needlessly be submitted to 
regulations which increase his cost of production. At the pre-
sent time {6-2-80) he is losing $8-12 per pig marketed at 220 lbs. 
In large operations transgressing from the best interests of the 
pig in his management is expected to reduce efficiency of pro-
duction so it is watched closely, The above items are those 
used in the larger, more efficient operations. In my opinion 
there is more likely to be transgressions in management not in 
the best interests of the pig in small to very small enterprises. 
Also, it is my opinion that more good would be done working in 
the very small enterprises if something must be done. The prob-
lem, of course, is to locate the very small enterprises and effect 
changes whereas the locations of the larger enterprises are ob-
vious and thus are the enterprises that can be easily inspected 
and included in any regulatory program." 
"Decks and cages have contributed tremendously to pig 
comfort and welfare through warmth and sanitation. Mortality 
is cut by as much as 80 percent. .. These pigs have benefited 
physically as well as socially, as evidenced by marked 
decreases in tail and ear biting, etc. Your organization would do 
well to encourage the correct use of such facilities." 
MFox 
On the issue of removing parts of the pig, one respondent stated that "tail dock-
ing and tusk snipping prevent more pain than they cause," while others seemed 
uncomfortable with the practices without necessarily being willing to condemn 
them. For example: 
"Tail docking, as you point out, may become unnecessary 
at a later time when we learn how to prevent tail biting. Castra-
tion is dictated by the consumer, not the producer. Producers 
would like to take advantage of the gains of intact boars but 
consumers shun 'boar' {or bull) meat, with or without justifica-
tion. Both procedures involve time and labor and would gladly 
be left undone by the producer. Castration will require con-
sumer education- the producers will gladly stop because 
of the savings in labor." 
"Castration of pigs may not be necessary but it depends a 
lot on slaughter weight and age." 
"Most feeder-coops won't accept undocked pigs for finishing." 
The smaller producers came in for some criticism: "[S]wine husbandry varies 
tremendously throughout the U.S. Some of our smaller operations leave much to 
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be desired in the care and handling of animals. These operators are decreasing in 
numbers rapidly." Some concern was also expressed over hog transportation and 
handling and over the floor surface, ventilation and stocking rates for 
confinement-raised hogs. 
Cattle 
Once again, the majority of the respondents felt that there was little or no 
problem with various husbandry practices (e.g., stall tying of dairy replacement 
calves and castration without anesthetic). However, there appeared to be more 
concern over the cattle welfare issues than was the case for either poultry or pigs. 
Twenty percent of the respondents felt that dehorning without anesthetics con-
stituted a major welfare concern, while fifteen percent were worried about 
transportation and handling. For example, one respondent commented: 
"Thousands of cattle become disabled annually and are 
shipped to slaughter. These animals are dragged into trucks by 
various means. Many are fit only for rendering ahd should 
humanely be killed on the farm. There are laws and regulations 
concerning humane slaughter, but little if any control over 
loading and transporting disabled animals. If disabled animals 
are to be transported alive more humane methods should be 
implemented for loading and unloading." 
Another felt that social isolation was not a problem since: 
"considerable self-stimulation and 'inwardness' occurs due to 
the rumination process. Also, cattle indulge in mutual and self-
grooming. As a consequence of cudding and grooming, little or 
no boredom takes place in cattle." 
There is a considerable amount of disagreement between different in-
dividuals, which is to be expected since welfare issues are a relatively new con-
cern for most farm veterinarians and animal scientists in the U.S. While one 
respondent argues: 
"Everyone has the right to his or her opinion. I would en-
courage those people who feel that today's livestock and 
poultry industries are violating animal welfare laws to look up 
the facts concerning how these meat animals are kept and 
slaughtered. I believe that the very best practices are provided 
and that optimum animal comfort exists," 
another states: 
83 
"Although a wealth of information is already known about 
all the above areas- the research results many times are not 
disseminated to the producer- the veterinarians are not doing 






the job we're supposed to for the following reasons: 
1) not keeping up with information available 
2) not paid sufficiently for service rendered 
3) people are always sure they know more than the vet 
"Research in behavior of animals is sorely needed for 
healthy production and to adequately judge humane treatment." 
MFox 
Qualitatively a common theme emerges, namely, that productivity is regard-
ed as an indicator and guarantor of farm animal welfare. It is the general consen-
sus among animal scientists, veterinarians and others involved in the livestock in-
dustry that since animal welfare and productivity are closely correlated, in-
dustry's concern over maximizing productivity will guarantee a high standard of 
farm animal welfare. For example: 
and also: 
"If there are abuses of existing animal welfare laws, such 
abuses should be discontinued. As a scientist, my best way to 
evaluate the well-being of animals is to measure the animal's 
response to its environment in terms of its growth, health and 
the quality of its carcass. The people who would question this 
evaluation are generally people who have expertise in areas 
outside the areas of livestock husbandry or livestock process-
ing," 
"In answering your questionnaire concerning animal 
welfare in livestock production, I would first like to thank you 
for your concern. There are and have been inhumane practices 
in livestock production. My only concern before any further 
comment is that you keep in mind the key consideration: 
economics. If the animal does well physically (and emotional-
ly] the producer will do well economically. What is good for 
the animals is ultimately good for the producer." 
On the large, intensive farm, overall mass production, based not upon individual 
performance but upon output per unit of building space, is the modus operandi. 
Individual animal performance/productivity is often suboptimal on large 
factory-like farms, but the practice is still profitable because of the economies of 
scale. Optimal productivity on an individual basis is of secondary importance to 
overall productivity with low-cost inputs to maximize returns. In other words, if a 
particular production system or scale of production promises to produce more 
for less, then that system will be adopted. Therefore, the claim that in the in-
terests of profit, farm animal welfare is satisfactory on intensive factory farms is 
usually only true in theory. 
Those concerned about the welfare of farm animals under intensive farming 
conditions will indeed have a difficult time in the United States and other coun-
tries to implement much needed humane reforms and to direct research funds to 
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further animal welfare. Veterinarians and animal scientists can help encourage a 
return to humane stewardship and the sensitive, empathetic husbanding of farm 
animals. The advent of labor saving automation on large farms brought the pro-
mise that the farmer would have more time to care for the animals. But as 
Carpenter and colleagues (1980) emphasize, the reverse has happened: "[L]ess 
time spent on chores means that more animals can be taken on and overall pro-
ductivity increased; the greater the number of mass-production techniques 
employed the greater the alienation of the stockman from his stock and the more 
rigidly the animal has to conform as one of a mass to dictates of gadgetry and 
fashion regardless of its individual powers of adaptation." The Carpenter report 
subsequently states: "The fact that it is difficult to demonstrate under controlled 
laboratory conditions the precise instinctive behavior patterns or emotional 
needs of an animal should not be used as an excuse for abandoning the attempt 
to provide an environment in which as many as possible of these natural behavior 
patterns can be expressed. Here again the animal should be given the benefit of 
the doubt wherever possible." 
Given that we must continue to exploit animals, and considering the past 
and present patterns of unconditional animal exploitation, the time has come to 
draw up ethical guidelines to define, direct and limit the quality and quantity of 
animal exploitation that society finds morally acceptable. In other words, per-
sonal and societal benefits derived from animal exploitation need to be carefully 
addressed in relation to animals' rights and our moral obligations toward them. 
"There is no moral prohibition against a responsible, discriminatory, sensitive use 
of animals so long as there is no other way to secure the fundamental and real, as 
opposed to the superficial or trivial, benefit of man" (italics mine) [Carpenter et 
al, 1980]. 
It is an essential ethical imperative to strike a golden mean, economics not-
withstanding, between meeting the animal's basic needs and subje-cting it to 
social and environmental privations and restrictions which are beyond its adapta-
tion abilities. The following basic guidelines, Carpenter et al.'s (1980) seven 
minimal environmental requirements, should be adopted to govern the manage-
ment of animals under humane stewardship: 
-freedom to perform natural physical movement 
-association, where appropriate, with other animals of their 
own kind 
-facilities for comfort-activities, e.g. rest, sleep and body care 
-provision of food and water to maintain full health 
-ability to perform daily routines of natural activities 
-opportunity for the activities of exploration and play, espe-
cially for young animals 
-satisfaction of minimal spatial and territorial requirements 
including a visual field 
Deviations from these principles should be avoided as far as 
possible, but where such deviations are absolutely unavoid-
able, efforts should be made to compensate the animal en-
vironmentally. 
International collaboration and coordination of research in the field of farm 
animal welfare is also needed, considering the wide range of problems that have 
85 /NT I STUD ANIM PROB 2(2) 1981 
Comment MFox 
been identified (Murphy, 1978) and the costs that further research will incur. 
The challenge and the prime task of animal scientists, veterinarians and 
ethologists involved in the livestock industry is therefo-re to develop the 
necessary methodologies to evaluate the welfare of various farm animal species 
under a wide range of husbandry systems, from which welfare codes of practice, 
-care, housing, building design, etc.- can be generated for the benefit of both 
producers and the animals themselves. Hopefully, this can be accomplished 
without unnecessary bureaucracy. 
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE 
The Case for 
Revising Our Laws on 
Animal Experimentation 
David L. Markell* 
Introduction 
The current laws regarding experimentation upon animals should be 
drastically revised. These laws permit virtually unrestricted experimentation on 
animals without regard to the benefits to be obtained from such experimentation, 
and without regard to the consequences of such experimentation upon the sub-
ject animal. Legislation constituting a two-step jump from the current laws is 
needed: laws sanctioning and requiring animal experimentation should be re-
pealed; and laws significantly restricting acceptable experimentation should be 
enacted. The principle underlying this proposal for change is straightforward: 
Nonhuman animals, like human animals, have interests in the integrity of their 
bodies which deserve legal protection. Only by repealing the present laws and 
enacting new legislation can these interests be protected. 
In Animal Liberation, Peter Singer (1975) stated why an animal's interest, like 
a person's interest, in the integrity of its body deserves legal protection: "If a 
being suffers there can be no moral justification for refusing to take that suffer-
ing into consideration." However, while the law regarding experimentation on 
humans reflects the need to consider the subject's sentience (the capacity to suf-
fer and/or experience enjoyment), the law regarding experimentation on animals 
ignores the experiment's likely impact upon the subject animal. 
Animal and Human Rights 
The basic premise of this paper is that the absolute distinction the law 
makes between animal and human rights in the context of experimentation is un-
justifiable. The rationale underlying this premise is that humans and nonhumans 
are not absolutely distinguishable and that the law should recognize the ex-
istence of similarities and require that a subject's treatment in a specific context 
be governed by whether it has certain relevant characteristics. For example, in an 
election, competence to vote is the key characteristic on the basis of which a 
distinction among creatures is permitted. Only those creatures judged competent 
to vote are permitted to vote. Election commissioners should not be permitted to 
consider any other arbitrary factors, such as race, in deciding who can vote. 
*Mr. Markell is an attorney with the firm of Sidley and Austin, 1730 Pennsylvania Ave., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 
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Similarly, in the experimentation context, sentience is the characteristic 
which should control how a creature may be treated. A sentient creature has 
rights and interests in the integrity of its body which are deserving of legal protec-
tion, while a nonsentient entity lacks these rights and interests. Thus scientists' 
authority to make distinctions among various prospective subjects for their ex-
periments should be limited: distinctions should be permitted only if they are 
based upon the "sentience" of the subject, sentience being the relevant 
characteristic in the particular context of experimentation. While a scientist 
should be permitted to drop a rock from a height of 50 feet without regard to the 
likely consequences to the rock in order to study gravity, he or she should not be 
able to drop any sentient being from such a height without first considering the 
impact upon the being's sentience. Factors such as the race of the sentient being, 
or its species, are irrelevant with regard to the question of whether it will suffer 
by being dropped from the height of 50 feet. 
Among the justifications which have been articulated for treating non-
humans in a way fundamentally different from humans are the following two 
arguments: First, there is the traditional view that humans possess some char-
acteristic which makes them superior to all other animals. Second, there is the no-
tion that might makes right. These arguments will be examined individually in the 
following sections. 
Superiority 
In the J udeo-Christian tradition, the alleged superiority of humans arose 
from the belief that only they had been created in God's image. For Plato it was 
the belief that only humans possess a soul; for Aristotle, it was the belief that 
only humans reason (Regan and Singer, 1976). Aquinas thought that hum~ns were 
superior because they possessed soul and reason; Descartes thought human 
language was the key (Descartes, 1637); and Kant thought that the unique 
characteristic was moral autonomy (Regan and Singer, 1976). 
The ethical dilemma we face today results from the fact that while our scien-
tists and philosophers are developing a new sensitivity toward the animal world, 
the law has failed to adapt adequately to this changed reality. It has been observ-
ed that " ... the gap between men (sic) and other animals now appears smaller than 
ever, although, indeed, scientists have agreed since the days of Darwin in princi-
ple that there is no essential difference biologically" (Godlovitch et al., 1972). 
In Speciesism: The Ethics of Vivisection (1974), Richard Ryder notes that in-
terbreeding among different primate species can occur and produce viable off-
spring. He asks the question: What should be done with hybrid beings or with 
beings between humans and other primates on the evolutionary continuum? With 
regard to the hybrid being, he asks: "When a professor of Genetics fathers an 
orangutan hybrid, what will he do with it- send it to Eton?- or perhaps just vivi-
sect it?" As to beings that are hard to place on the evolutionary spectrum, he 
asks: 
"How about those abominable snowmen? Well, maybe there 
are only 300 of them left now, living well above 20,000 feet, 
somewhere in the million square miles of the Himalayas, in the 
conditions which most simulate the Ice Ages in which they 
flourished- a pocket of our own scarcely evolved paleolithic 
ancestors still tenuously surviving. Well, they could be. Sup-
pose they are- do we have the right to vivisect them?" (Ryder, 
1974). 
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David L. Markell* 
Introduction 
The current laws regarding experimentation upon animals should be 
drastically revised. These laws permit virtually unrestricted experimentation on 
animals without regard to the benefits to be obtained from such experimentation, 
and without regard to the consequences of such experimentation upon the sub-
ject animal. Legislation constituting a two-step jump from the current laws is 
needed: laws sanctioning and requiring animal experimentation should be re-
pealed; and laws significantly restricting acceptable experimentation should be 
enacted. The principle underlying this proposal for change is straightforward: 
Nonhuman animals, like human animals, have interests in the integrity of their 
bodies which deserve legal protection. Only by repealing the present laws and 
enacting new legislation can these interests be protected. 
In Animal Liberation, Peter Singer (1975) stated why an animal's interest, like 
a person's interest, in the integrity of its body deserves legal protection: "If a 
being suffers there can be no moral justification for refusing to take that suffer-
ing into consideration." However, while the law regarding experimentation on 
humans reflects the need to consider the subject's sentience (the capacity to suf-
fer and/or experience enjoyment), the law regarding experimentation on animals 
ignores the experiment's likely impact upon the subject animal. 
Animal and Human Rights 
The basic premise of this paper is that the absolute distinction the law 
makes between animal and human rights in the context of experimentation is un-
justifiable. The rationale underlying this premise is that humans and nonhumans 
are not absolutely distinguishable and that the law should recognize the ex-
istence of similarities and require that a subject's treatment in a specific context 
be governed by whether it has certain relevant characteristics. For example, in an 
election, competence to vote is the key characteristic on the basis of which a 
distinction among creatures is permitted. Only those creatures judged competent 
to vote are permitted to vote. Election commissioners should not be permitted to 
consider any other arbitrary factors, such as race, in deciding who can vote. 
*Mr. Markell is an attorney with the firm of Sidley and Austin, 1730 Pennsylvania Ave., 
Washington, D.C. 20006. 
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Vance Packard, in his recent book, The People Shapers (1977) suggests a few 
other potential scenarios for the future which similarly show the indefensibility 
of distinguishing along strictly speciesist lines as to rights of and duties owed to 
others. One hypothetical is: How would "subhumans" created for manual labor 
(a Ia Brave New World), for example, be treated? What about creatures who are 
kept going by replacement of certain of their natural organs with artificial 
substitutes? At what point does such a creature cease to be a person? Finally, the 
Artificial Insemination with Donor (AID) program may be, as Packard notes, 
"only the first breach of what until recently had been understood to be human 
parenthood as a basic form of humanity" (Packard, 1977). 
As Singer notes, the mere desire to use sentient nonhumans as experimental 
subjects reflects the paradoxical nature of our present laws: "(E)ither the animal 
is not like us, in which case there is no reason for performing the experiment; or 
else the animal is like us, in which case we ought not to perform an experiment on 
the animal which would be considered outrageous if performed on one of us" 
(Singer, 1975). 
In light of these similarities between species, we must reconsider the pro-
priety of sacrificing animals at the altar of unrestrained experimentation when no 
such sacrifice of humans is contemplated under the law. 
Experimentation and sentience 
The election and experimentation examples discussed above suggest that 
there is a characteristic requirement in every context which provides a justifiable 
basis for distinguishing between beings. To take the election situation again, only 
beings deemed competent to vote may do so. Thus there is a 'floor', a minimum 
level of competence; beings below it do not enjoy the same rights as those above 
it. It should be noted that beings who satisfy this minimum standard have equal 
rights under the law; both a person who is barely competent and an expert are 
permitted to cast just one vote. 
A floor also exists in the experimentation context. If an entity is not sentient, 
its unrestricted use for experimental purposes should be permitted. Once a being 
satisfies the sentience floor, its use should be conditioned upon consideration of 
its sentient nature. The prospective subject's other characteristics, such as in-
telligence, race, or species, should not be considered. As Thomas Jefferson has 
argued, "(W)hatever (a person's) degree of talent, it is no measure of (his) rights. 
Because Sir Isaac Newton was superior to others in understanding, he was not 
therefore Lord of the property or person of others" (Singer, 1975). As this state-
ment indicates, "a-value-to-society-of-the-being-experimented-upon" test is not 
applied in an intraspecies (human) context; thus no logically defensible reason ex-
ists for making such a distinction in an interspecies context. 
In practical terms, such an approach does not necessarily mean that no use 
which adversely affects a being may be made of that being. It does mean that the 
same decision-making framework should be applied to all sentient beings as a 
precondition to "using" them in instances in which such use will affect their sen-
tience. Thus, if a researcher's opportunity to experiment upon humans is con-
strained under the law by the need to perform a risk/benefit analysis in which the 
benefit to the individual must greatly outweigh the risk, then a similar risk/benefit 
analysis is also proper for judging the propriety of experimenting upon nonhumans. 
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I have thus far attempted to discredit the traditional, widely accepted no-
tion that capricious, "inhumane" treatment of animals is permissible by arguing 
that: 1) scientific advances establish that the human species is not unique; and 2) 
therefore, there is no justification for treating the human and nonhuman species 
in a completely distinct manner. Instead the treatment in each situation should 
depend on the critical characteristics for that situation and the degree to which a 
particular creature possesses those characteristics. 
Superiority and obligations 
The notion that humans are inherently superior creatures and thus are 
justified in treating animals capriciously may be discredited on other grounds as 
well. Acknowledging that humans do possess certain abilities lacked by animals, 
at least two arguments exist to support the concept that superior ability does not 
necessarily equal superior rights. First, there are certain human/human contexts 
in which superior individuals are deemed to have greater responsibilities, not 
greater rights. The special steps we take to secure the interests of the physically 
and mentally infirm reflect our sense that sentient creatures which are unable to 
provide for themselves have a right to others' special care and support (42 U.S. C. 
§§1201-1206(1976)). Children receive similar special treatment (42 U .S.C. 
§§601-626(1976)). The question is, as Ryder noted, why should we not also 
recognize "our special duties towards individuals from less clever species?" 
(Ryder, 1974). In fact, society's concern extends beyond the interest of the 
helpless and infirm; it extends to all people. The creation of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act (OSHA) (29 U.S.C. §§651-678(1976)) is evidence of the 
evolution of the notion that society has a responsibility to everyone. The law's 
concern for human integrity is perhaps reflected best in its approach to suicides. 
Paul Freund has noted: "The law is highly solicitous of physical integrity .... Even 
self-willed injury, if destructive enough, is made illegal, like attempted suicide" 
(Freund, 1969). 
The second example in the human/human context of the rejection of the no-
tion that superior individuals have greater rights is embodied in a statement by 
Peter Singer: "(T)he principle of the equality of human beings is not a description 
of an alleged actual equality among humans." Singer concluded: "If possessing a 
higher degree of intelligence does not entitle one human to use another for his 
own ends, how can it entitle humans to exploit nonhumans for the same pur-
poses?" (Singer, 1975). 
Might 
Having established that humans are not totally disparate from other species, 
and that they do not necessarily possess greater rights even to the extent that 
they are superior to other beings, I will now deal with the notion that human 
might makes right, that, as Hitler noted: "Whoever has pondered over this world 
order knows that its meaning lies in the success of the best by means of force" 
(Shirer, 1960). 
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During World War II, the Nazis exploited many prisoners in the name of 
science. They considered members of other ethnic groups to be powerless 
subhumans, ready for sacrifice at the whim of the all-powerful Nazis. As Himmler 
noted: "Whether nations live in prosperity or starve to death like cattle interests 
me only in so far as we need them as slaves to our Kultur; otherwise it is of no-in-
terest to me" (Shirer, 1960). 
The notion that might is right, that the strong have an unlimited right to 
abuse the weak, is in disfavor today. I have already mentioned many of the steps 
taken in recent years, through our system of laws, to secure the interests of the 
disadvantaged. This evolution of consciousness regarding the propriety of 
domination of the weak and defenseless by those in power has affected the na-
tion's view on experimentation. Today, the trend is toward an emphasis on the in-
terests of even the most defenseless individual in the integrity of his or her body 
and lifestyle. Judith Swazey's article, Protecting the "Animal of Necessity": Limits 
to Inquiry in Clinical investigation, (1978) recognized the existence of this trend. 
Swazey quotes a statement made in 1969, "(T)here is today in this country an 
enormous dynamic of human experimentation to which ... the general public is 
heavily committed," and then notes: 
How striking is the contrast between this statement and that 
written in 1977 by the editors in Ethics in Medicine: 'From the 
idea of an ethical call to do clinical research, we have moved in 
less than a decade to medical research viewed in the public eye 
as a suspect activity.' 
The evolution of society's views regarding human rights generally, and in the 
experimentation context specifically, should be extended to nonhumans. As 
Peter Singer has noted: "Our sphere of moral concern is far wider than that of the 
Nazis; but so long as there are sentient beings outside it, it is not wide enough" 
(Singer, 1975). 
In sum, therefore, I do not believe that either notion- inherent human 
superiority and concomitantly superior rights for humans, or might makes 
right- justifies the disparate treatment of other species. Instead, I believe that 
the current willingness to give less consideration to the interests of members of 
other species than to the interests of members of our own species is indefensible. 
Richard Ryder has termed this attitude "speciesism", and Peter Singer has noted 
that a speciesistic bias ... "is no more defensible than racism or any other form of 
arbitrary discrimination" (Singer, 1975). 
Legislative Action 
The first argument in support of a call to action to achieve the revision of 
the nonhuman experimentation laws focused upon the nature of nonhumans, 
specifically upon their similarity to humans. The second argument for the revi-
sion of our animal experimentation laws takes a different tack. In Ethical Aspects 
of Experimentation with Human Subjects, Freund (1969) concludes that ex-
periments involve four interests: 1) the subject's; 2) the investigator's; 3) the scien-
tific team with which the investigator is often associated; and 4) the larger society 
that sanctions such experiments. The first interest, that of the subject, has already 
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been covered. The argument that experimentation upon animals should be 
stopped, or at least significantly restricted, is also supported by the effect such 
experiments have upon the larger society that sanctions such experiments and, 
on a more personal level, upon the individual experimenters. This notion may be 
characterized by a syllogism: Humans should strive to reach an ideal state of 
compassion and tolerance. Acts of kindness and sensitivity toward others gently 
nudge the actor towards this desired end, while acts of inconsideration and insen-
sitivity lower the consciousness of the actor and cause him or her to fall toward a 
state of unenlightenment. Thus acts of inconsideration and insensitivity should 
not be sanctioned and should be discouraged under the law, while acts of kind-
ness and compassion should be encouraged. 
R.D. Laing has recognized that acts of insensitivity toward animals brutalize 
the actor, thus retarding development as an enlightened human: "It is quite clear 
that in abusing animals we abuse our relationship with animals, and that we 
abuse ourselves. We become less human to the extent that we treat any living 
beings as things" (Godlovitch et al, 1972). The same point, in the context of 
human/human relationships, was made by Jonas (1969): "Society cannot 'afford' 
the violation of the rights of even the tiniest minority, because these undermine 
the moral basis on which society's existence rests. Nor can it, for a similar reason, 
afford the absence or atrophy in its midst of compassion." We are dynamic in-
dividuals, living in a dynamic society and no human being remains the same from 
one day to the next. As a result, an effective and progressive system of laws must 
be concerned with the impact it will have upon the development of those subject 
to its jurisdiction. In this context, the law's legitimization of our treatment of 
other living beings as things constitutes the. perpetuation of a system of attitudes 
and policies that undermines notions of compassion and will ultimately deaden 
us to the cries of all lives in need. 
Given that human insensitivity to the rights of non humans in the integrity of 
their bodies harms both nonhumans and the human actor, how should the issue 
concerning the proper bounds of experimentation upon animals be resolved? 
Since prospective nonhuman and human subjects have similar concerns, 
reference to the law regarding human experimentation may be helpful in deciding 
under what circumstances experiments upon animals should be permitted. 
Human research and its regulation 
Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. §301 (1976) the Secretary of the Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS) has promulgated regulations establishing the pro-
cedures to be followed before HHS funds will be provided for experimentation 
upon human subjects. The first HHS requirement is that an institution seeking to 
conduct an experiment involving human subjects create an "Institutional Review 
Board" to review and approve such experiments. The substance of the review is 
set forth in 45 CFR §46.1 02(b) (1977): 
(b) This review shall determine whether these subjects will be 
placed at risk, and, if risk is involved, whether: 
1) The risks to the subject are so outweighed by the sum of 
the benefit to the subject and the importance of the 
knowledge to be gained as to warrant a decision to allow the 
subject to accept these risks; 
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us to the cries of all lives in need. 
Given that human insensitivity to the rights of non humans in the integrity of 
their bodies harms both nonhumans and the human actor, how should the issue 
concerning the proper bounds of experimentation upon animals be resolved? 
Since prospective nonhuman and human subjects have similar concerns, 
reference to the law regarding human experimentation may be helpful in deciding 
under what circumstances experiments upon animals should be permitted. 
Human research and its regulation 
Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. §301 (1976) the Secretary of the Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS) has promulgated regulations establishing the pro-
cedures to be followed before HHS funds will be provided for experimentation 
upon human subjects. The first HHS requirement is that an institution seeking to 
conduct an experiment involving human subjects create an "Institutional Review 
Board" to review and approve such experiments. The substance of the review is 
set forth in 45 CFR §46.1 02(b) (1977): 
(b) This review shall determine whether these subjects will be 
placed at risk, and, if risk is involved, whether: 
1) The risks to the subject are so outweighed by the sum of 
the benefit to the subject and the importance of the 
knowledge to be gained as to warrant a decision to allow the 
subject to accept these risks; 
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2) The rights and welfare of any such subjects will be ade-
quately protected; and 
3) Legally effective informed consent will be obtained by 
adequate and appropriate methods in accordance with the 
provisions of this part. 
Guidelines for the composition of the Board are enunciated in 45 CFR §46. 
106(b) (1977). The Guidelines are designed to insure that Board members are im-
partial and have sufficiently diverse backgrounds to enable the Board to ascer-
tain "the acceptability of applications and proposals in terms of institutional 
commitments and regulation, applicable law, standards of professional conduct 
and practice, and community attitudes". 
If the Board approves an application for an experiment, it is submitted to the 
Secretary of HHS with the Board's certification of approval. The two main com-
ponents of the application are: 1) a description of the risks to subjects that the 
Board recognizes as inherent in the activity, and justification of the Board's deci-
sion that "these risks are so outweighed by the sum of the benefit to the subject 
and the importance of the knowledge to be gained as to warrant the Board's deci-
sion to permit the subject to accept these risks" (45 CFR § 46.107 (1977)); and 2) 
documentation of the subject's informed consent to the experimentation. 
These procedures obviously constitute a significant constraint upon an ex-
perimenter's ability to use human subjects. Not only must the subject consent, 
but both an independent Board and the Secretary of HHS must find that any risks 
to the subject are significantly outweighed by the benefits to be derived. 
Animal research and its regulation 
The laws regarding experimentation upon animals are dramatically different 
(7 U.S.C. §§2131-2155 (1976)). At present, experimentation on animals proceeds 
apace, with virtually no consideration given to the impact of such experimenta-
tion upon the subject animals. For example, manufacturers in the U.S. commonly 
test their prospective drug products on animals before marketing them. The Food 
and Drug Administration (FDA), the government agency responsible for ad-
ministering the drug laws, is aware of and permits this practice. Because the FDA 
does not provide for inquiry into a drug's value as a condition to approval (See 21 
U.S.C. §355 (1976)), considerable suffering to subject animals can result with no 
guarantee that any benefit will thereby accrue. It is doubtful that such a scheme 
would pass muster under the federal regulations regarding human experimenta-
tion even if the subject's informed consent were obtained. The question is: Why 
should such experiments be permitted simply because nonhumans are used as 
subjects? 
The dramatic difference between the treatment of animal and human ex-
perimental subjects exists because animal welfare laws in this country ignore 
animal interests. Under these laws, an experiment using an animal subject may be 
performed without regard to the likely impact upon the animal. The government 
has no power to prohibit experiments on the grounds that the benefits therefrom 
will not outweigh the costs or risks to the animal. This fact is made apparent by 
§2143 of the Animal Welfare Act Amendments of 1976 (7 U.S.C. §§2131-2155 
(1976)), which states "Nothing in this Act shall be construed as authorizing the 
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Secretary of Agriculture to promulgate rules, regulations, or orders with regard to 
design, outlines, guidelines, or performance of actual research or experimenta-
tion by a research facility as determined by such research facility." 
The clear priority given the experiment over the subject animal is brought in-
to focus by the regulations promulgated under the Act regarding the need to 
provide the animal with veterinary care. This provision clearly subordinates the 
concern over the animal's suffering to the successful conclusion of the experi-
ment: "Sick or diseased animals shall be provided with veterinary care ... unless 
such action is inconsistent with the research purposes for which such animal was 
obtained and is being held" (9 CFR §3.10(b) (1976)). In direct contrast to a human's 
status under federal regulations, an animal under the law is completely under the 
control of, and its interests are completely subordinated to the interests of the ex-
perimenters. 
Conclusion 
It has been demonstrated that, just as in the election context the only 
distinction among beings that is justifiable is a distinction based upon com-
petence to vote, so in the experimentation context, the only distinction among 
beings that is justifiable is based upon whether the being is a sentient creature. In 
either case, once the floor of minimum capacity is satisfied, all those above the 
floor are entitled to equal consideration. Thus, the present policy, embodied in 
the law, of permitting essentially uninhibited experimentation on animals should 
be revised to include the type of risk/benefit analysis contained in HHS regula-
tions on human experimentation. 
Before animals may be experimented upon, an independent decision maker, 
such as the Institutional Review Board which operates in the human experimenta-
tion context, should be delegated the responsibility of determining, as a condi-
tion precedent to the initiation of an experiment, that the benefits to be gained 
therefrom significantly outweigh the risk to the subject. [As Bronowski (1976) 
noted: "It is both arrogant and illogical to condemn millions of animals to suffer 
on the chance that, for example, some profit-motivated commerical organization 
may produce a new nontoxic cosmetic."] While the question of informed consent 
is obviously different for humans and non humans, an "Advocates Position" 
could be established to represent the animals interests, in which case the federal 
regulatory framework could be transferred wholesale to the animal context. 
Alternatively, the informed consent issue could be dropped entirely for animals. 
A guardianship system could track the system currently in place for incompetent, 
minor, and orphaned human beings, with owners serving as private guardians and 
animal welfare organizations or other groups serving as public guardians of sen-
tient beings who lack private guardians. Before ultimately adopting a guardian-
ship system, however, under which an individual could consent to an animal's 
being subjected to potential harm and even death, the positions which have been 
taken regarding the propriety of one person authorizing action likely to lead to 
the harm and perhaps the death of another, which have been raised before the 
courts in recent years and have generated considerable debate, should be con-
sidered. See e.g., William H. Severns vs. The Wilmington Medical Center, Incor-
porated, et al., ___ A. 2d. ___ (Del. Supr., 1980). 
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2) The rights and welfare of any such subjects will be ade-
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Secretary of Agriculture to promulgate rules, regulations, or orders with regard to 
design, outlines, guidelines, or performance of actual research or experimenta-
tion by a research facility as determined by such research facility." 
The clear priority given the experiment over the subject animal is brought in-
to focus by the regulations promulgated under the Act regarding the need to 
provide the animal with veterinary care. This provision clearly subordinates the 
concern over the animal's suffering to the successful conclusion of the experi-
ment: "Sick or diseased animals shall be provided with veterinary care ... unless 
such action is inconsistent with the research purposes for which such animal was 
obtained and is being held" (9 CFR §3.10(b) (1976)). In direct contrast to a human's 
status under federal regulations, an animal under the law is completely under the 
control of, and its interests are completely subordinated to the interests of the ex-
perimenters. 
Conclusion 
It has been demonstrated that, just as in the election context the only 
distinction among beings that is justifiable is a distinction based upon com-
petence to vote, so in the experimentation context, the only distinction among 
beings that is justifiable is based upon whether the being is a sentient creature. In 
either case, once the floor of minimum capacity is satisfied, all those above the 
floor are entitled to equal consideration. Thus, the present policy, embodied in 
the law, of permitting essentially uninhibited experimentation on animals should 
be revised to include the type of risk/benefit analysis contained in HHS regula-
tions on human experimentation. 
Before animals may be experimented upon, an independent decision maker, 
such as the Institutional Review Board which operates in the human experimenta-
tion context, should be delegated the responsibility of determining, as a condi-
tion precedent to the initiation of an experiment, that the benefits to be gained 
therefrom significantly outweigh the risk to the subject. [As Bronowski (1976) 
noted: "It is both arrogant and illogical to condemn millions of animals to suffer 
on the chance that, for example, some profit-motivated commerical organization 
may produce a new nontoxic cosmetic."] While the question of informed consent 
is obviously different for humans and non humans, an "Advocates Position" 
could be established to represent the animals interests, in which case the federal 
regulatory framework could be transferred wholesale to the animal context. 
Alternatively, the informed consent issue could be dropped entirely for animals. 
A guardianship system could track the system currently in place for incompetent, 
minor, and orphaned human beings, with owners serving as private guardians and 
animal welfare organizations or other groups serving as public guardians of sen-
tient beings who lack private guardians. Before ultimately adopting a guardian-
ship system, however, under which an individual could consent to an animal's 
being subjected to potential harm and even death, the positions which have been 
taken regarding the propriety of one person authorizing action likely to lead to 
the harm and perhaps the death of another, which have been raised before the 
courts in recent years and have generated considerable debate, should be con-
sidered. See e.g., William H. Severns vs. The Wilmington Medical Center, Incor-
porated, et al., ___ A. 2d. ___ (Del. Supr., 1980). 
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If a risk/benefit approach is adopted in the animal experimentation context, 
significant change is likely in the use of animals as subjects. The risk/benefit 
analysis should, at minimum, ascertain whether the knowledge to be derived is 
important, whether the experiment is likely to provide such knowledge, and the 
degree of risk to the subject. In addition, it should evaluate the necessity that the 
experiment be performed on a sentient creature- an experiment should be per-
formed on a sentient being only if substantially similar results could not be ob-
tained through experimentation upon a nonsentient entity- and it should assess 
the necessity of inflicting pain or distress on the subject animal. Affording 
humans a greater degree of protection is no more defensible than racism or any 
other form of arbitrary discrimination. The direction the law should take consis-
tent with this view is obvious: "Since a 'speciesist' bias, like a racist bias, is un-
justifiable, an experiment cannot be justified unless the experiment is so impor-
tant that the use of a human being would also be justifiable" (Singer, 1975). 
The author would like to acknowledge the ideas and suggestions of Ellen Pearlman on a guardianship 
system for nonhuman animal experimentation. 
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Abstract 
Subsequent to World War II, a dramatic increase occurred in the utilization 
of nonhuman primates in biomedical and psychological research and industry. At 
the same time field studies on the ecological and social behavior of natural 
populations of primates also increased, making possible more realistic assessments 
of both the behavioral potentiality of primate populations and their conservation 
status. In spite of the growing body of information indicating the endangered or 
threatened status of most species, many laboratory workers and planning agencies 
continue to regard primates as renewable resources, even seeking to bypass protec-
tive legislation in habitat countries to obtain them. As a consequence, insufficient 
financial support has been made available for the development of breeding col-
onies for research programs which may be essential. However, much utilization of 
primates is open to question. The appropriateness of primates as models, the 
numbers of animals used in experiments, and the redundancy of experimentation 
frequently are given little consideration. Likewise, field data on the biological and 
social requirements of primates have been consistently ignored in housing and 
other aspects of care, thereby calling into question the results of much research. 
The lack of restraint on the utilization of primates (and other animals) in research 
may ultimately be a consequence of the man/nature dichotomy embedded in tradi-
tional interpretations of judea-Christian thought. 
A symposium devoted to the examination of scientific and philosophical is-
sues surrounding the use of primates other than humans in biomedical research 
and testing is warranted for at least two reasons. 
(1) Much of the use of primates in biomedical research is justified on the 
grounds that they are "essential" because of their taxonomic closeness to 
humans. Such an attitude may have the effect of diverting researchers from the 
use of more appropriate models and may even impede the development of 
alternatives to the use of primates and other live animals. The decision to use a 
primate as an experimental model or for testing must be recognized as entirely a 
human decision, not something inherent in the fact of evolution. 
*Dr. Eudey is Assistant Professor of Anthropology at the University of Nevada, Reno, NV 89557 and 
Co-chairwoman of the International Primate Protection League, P.O. Drawer X, Summerville, SC 29483. 
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(2) In contrast to other animals used for experimental purposes, the majority 
of primates have been wild-caught and, to all appearances, would continue to be 
wild-caught if it were not for the fact that habitat countries increasingly are im-
posing quotas and bans on their export. All populations of primates must be con-
sidered potentially vulnerable because the habitats essential for their survival, 
frequently rainforest or deciduous forest in developing countries, are being 
steadily encroached upon and exploited by the expanding human population. For 
example, during this century the lion-tailed macaque (Macaca silenus), which is 
found only in the Western Ghats of south India, has been reduced by human ac-
tivity to a few small, discontinuous populations perhaps totalling no more than 
400 monkeys (Green and Minkowski, 1977). The vulnerability of some primates 
has been exacerbated by trapping for export. The stumptail macaque (Macaca 
arctoides), which is rare throughout its range in southern and southeast Asia, has 
been brought near to extinction in peninsular Thailand, the principal area in 
which it was trapped until the government of Thailand imposed a total ban on the 
export of primates in 1976 (Eudey, 1978). In recognition of their vulnerable status 
all primate species appear on either Appendix I (species threatened by extinction) 
or Appendix II (species which may become threatened with extinction without 
regulation of trade) of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species (CITES), which was drafted in 1973 to insure international cooperation in 
protecting wild populations of animals and plants from exploitation through in-
ternational traffic. 
Ethics and the Darwinian Revolution 
In order to discuss ethical concerns relating to the use and husbandry of 
primates, a definition of ethics is necessary. One meaning of the word is the 
"rules or standards governing the conduct of the members of a profession."' 
Another meaning is the "philosophy of morals" or the "study of the general 
nature of morals and of specific moral choices to be made by the individual in his 
relationship with others." In this context ethics stresses "objectively defined, 
although essentially idealistic, standards of right and wrong." If one were to ex-
pand the concept of "others" beyond our own species to include other species, 
then it should be possible to speak of a series of rules or ethics by which the con-
duct of those members of the biomedical community using primates is governed. 
However, it is my contention that the assumptions which currently underlie deci-
sions as to what is ethically right or wrong with respect to the use of primates 
may require re-examination. Ideas expressed in the U.S. National Primate Plan, 
which was prepared by the Interagency Primate Steering Committee in 1978, will 
facilitate some of this review. 
In a 1972 article entitled "The nature of the Darwinian revolution," Ernst 
Mayr points out that only one of the few scientific revolutions, i.e., "rather 
drastic revisions of previously maintained assumptions and concepts," which has 
occurred involves the biological sciences rather than the physical sciences. This 
is the Darwinian revolution based upon the idea that natural selection or dif~ 
ferential reproduction is the most important, although not the exclusive, cause of 
evolutionary change. Mayr (1972:981) contends that this may be the "most fun-
damental of all intellectual revolutions in the history of mankind" because it af-
fects religion, philosophy, and ethics as well as science. The following two conse-
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quences of the Darwinian revolution are important to the topic under present 
consideration: (1) The refutation of the idea that evolutionary change is synony-
mous with progress, which is the direct outgrowth of the idea that all organisms 
occupy a link in a Chain of Being or rung in a Ladder of Perfection created in its 
present order by God, and thereby, of creationism itself, in that evolutionary 
change by adaptation does not necessitate continuous betterment. (2) The aboli-
tion of anthropocentrism, the concept that human beings are the central fact of 
the universe, by the idea that humans are part of the stream of evolution and oc-
cupy a place in nature with other organisms. These two aspects of the Darwinian 
revolution may be ignored or even rejected by scientists. The tendency to look at 
other species, including other primates, from the standpoint of one's own 
specialization, rather than assuming an holistic or evolutionary perspective, may 
be a contributing factor. 
The very terms commonly used to refer to primates other than humans-
nonhuman and subhuman- reflect the pervasiveness of both anthropocentrism 
and creationism. The prefix "sub," which literally means "under or beneath" and 
also "inferior or secondary in rank" or "somewhat short of or less than," is 
especially pejorative. In 1972 at the IYth Congress of the International 
Primatological Society, Earl Count attempted to circumvent this bias by in-
troducing the term alloprimates, which means simply "other primates." 
The Chain of Being or Ladder of Perfection is a static doctrine that 
recognizes no evolutionary transformations but only gradations in the supposed 
complexities of organisms. Following this line of reasoning, those animals ranked 
or classified as being closest to humans, the other primates, would appear asap-
propriate substitutes for ourselves. This kind of thinking may be in evidence in 
the National Primate Plan (IPSC, 1978) in statements such as the following: 
The essentiality of their use rests in large extent upon the rela-
tion of the nonhuman primates to the human primate- man. 
These animals are man's closest relatives in the animal kingdom 
and are therefore indispensable allies in the effort to under-
stand and control problems of human health (pages 1-2). 
The chimpanzee is the irreplaceable model for the study of 
human health problems. The alternative subject for such 
studies is man himself .... As man's surrogate for evaluation of 
many health hazards and health protective measures, this 
animal is without equal (page 62, emphasis added). 
The ultimate effect of such thinking, as I mentioned initially in this paper, 
may be to discourage the use of and search for alternatives to primates in bio-
medical research. At best it does not promote such use or search. For example, in 
a recent letter to Science (209:214, 1980), Dr. joe R. Held, former chairman of the 
National Institutes of Health Interagency Primate Steering Committee, makes the 
following statement: 
... there are searchers for alternatives (to the use of research 
animals) for economic as well as humane reasons, but. .. it is 
unlikely alternatives will greatly reduce the number of animals 
needed in research and testing in the foreseeable future ... the 
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(2) In contrast to other animals used for experimental purposes, the majority 
of primates have been wild-caught and, to all appearances, would continue to be 
wild-caught if it were not for the fact that habitat countries increasingly are im-
posing quotas and bans on their export. All populations of primates must be con-
sidered potentially vulnerable because the habitats essential for their survival, 
frequently rainforest or deciduous forest in developing countries, are being 
steadily encroached upon and exploited by the expanding human population. For 
example, during this century the lion-tailed macaque (Macaca silenus), which is 
found only in the Western Ghats of south India, has been reduced by human ac-
tivity to a few small, discontinuous populations perhaps totalling no more than 
400 monkeys (Green and Minkowski, 1977). The vulnerability of some primates 
has been exacerbated by trapping for export. The stumptail macaque (Macaca 
arctoides), which is rare throughout its range in southern and southeast Asia, has 
been brought near to extinction in peninsular Thailand, the principal area in 
which it was trapped until the government of Thailand imposed a total ban on the 
export of primates in 1976 (Eudey, 1978). In recognition of their vulnerable status 
all primate species appear on either Appendix I (species threatened by extinction) 
or Appendix II (species which may become threatened with extinction without 
regulation of trade) of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species (CITES), which was drafted in 1973 to insure international cooperation in 
protecting wild populations of animals and plants from exploitation through in-
ternational traffic. 
Ethics and the Darwinian Revolution 
In order to discuss ethical concerns relating to the use and husbandry of 
primates, a definition of ethics is necessary. One meaning of the word is the 
"rules or standards governing the conduct of the members of a profession."' 
Another meaning is the "philosophy of morals" or the "study of the general 
nature of morals and of specific moral choices to be made by the individual in his 
relationship with others." In this context ethics stresses "objectively defined, 
although essentially idealistic, standards of right and wrong." If one were to ex-
pand the concept of "others" beyond our own species to include other species, 
then it should be possible to speak of a series of rules or ethics by which the con-
duct of those members of the biomedical community using primates is governed. 
However, it is my contention that the assumptions which currently underlie deci-
sions as to what is ethically right or wrong with respect to the use of primates 
may require re-examination. Ideas expressed in the U.S. National Primate Plan, 
which was prepared by the Interagency Primate Steering Committee in 1978, will 
facilitate some of this review. 
In a 1972 article entitled "The nature of the Darwinian revolution," Ernst 
Mayr points out that only one of the few scientific revolutions, i.e., "rather 
drastic revisions of previously maintained assumptions and concepts," which has 
occurred involves the biological sciences rather than the physical sciences. This 
is the Darwinian revolution based upon the idea that natural selection or dif~ 
ferential reproduction is the most important, although not the exclusive, cause of 
evolutionary change. Mayr (1972:981) contends that this may be the "most fun-
damental of all intellectual revolutions in the history of mankind" because it af-
fects religion, philosophy, and ethics as well as science. The following two conse-
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quences of the Darwinian revolution are important to the topic under present 
consideration: (1) The refutation of the idea that evolutionary change is synony-
mous with progress, which is the direct outgrowth of the idea that all organisms 
occupy a link in a Chain of Being or rung in a Ladder of Perfection created in its 
present order by God, and thereby, of creationism itself, in that evolutionary 
change by adaptation does not necessitate continuous betterment. (2) The aboli-
tion of anthropocentrism, the concept that human beings are the central fact of 
the universe, by the idea that humans are part of the stream of evolution and oc-
cupy a place in nature with other organisms. These two aspects of the Darwinian 
revolution may be ignored or even rejected by scientists. The tendency to look at 
other species, including other primates, from the standpoint of one's own 
specialization, rather than assuming an holistic or evolutionary perspective, may 
be a contributing factor. 
The very terms commonly used to refer to primates other than humans-
nonhuman and subhuman- reflect the pervasiveness of both anthropocentrism 
and creationism. The prefix "sub," which literally means "under or beneath" and 
also "inferior or secondary in rank" or "somewhat short of or less than," is 
especially pejorative. In 1972 at the IYth Congress of the International 
Primatological Society, Earl Count attempted to circumvent this bias by in-
troducing the term alloprimates, which means simply "other primates." 
The Chain of Being or Ladder of Perfection is a static doctrine that 
recognizes no evolutionary transformations but only gradations in the supposed 
complexities of organisms. Following this line of reasoning, those animals ranked 
or classified as being closest to humans, the other primates, would appear asap-
propriate substitutes for ourselves. This kind of thinking may be in evidence in 
the National Primate Plan (IPSC, 1978) in statements such as the following: 
The essentiality of their use rests in large extent upon the rela-
tion of the nonhuman primates to the human primate- man. 
These animals are man's closest relatives in the animal kingdom 
and are therefore indispensable allies in the effort to under-
stand and control problems of human health (pages 1-2). 
The chimpanzee is the irreplaceable model for the study of 
human health problems. The alternative subject for such 
studies is man himself .... As man's surrogate for evaluation of 
many health hazards and health protective measures, this 
animal is without equal (page 62, emphasis added). 
The ultimate effect of such thinking, as I mentioned initially in this paper, 
may be to discourage the use of and search for alternatives to primates in bio-
medical research. At best it does not promote such use or search. For example, in 
a recent letter to Science (209:214, 1980), Dr. joe R. Held, former chairman of the 
National Institutes of Health Interagency Primate Steering Committee, makes the 
following statement: 
... there are searchers for alternatives (to the use of research 
animals) for economic as well as humane reasons, but. .. it is 
unlikely alternatives will greatly reduce the number of animals 
needed in research and testing in the foreseeable future ... the 
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only real alternative to animals in the laboratory is a loss in the 
rapid gains being made in improving health (emphasis original). 
The lay public may feel helpless to challenge such statements, but the readers of 
Science not immediately involved in the use of primates may be able (and willing) 
to question these assumptions. 
Anthropocentrism, the ultimate expression of which is a man/nature dichoto-
my, is evident in much of the literature on environmental policy. The May 1980 
issue of the UNESCO Courier, for example, is devoted to the examination of envi-
ronmental problems and reprints sizable extracts from the World Conservation 
Strategy, which was prepared by the International Union for the Conservation of 
Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN). With few exceptions the theme of all 
material contained in this issue is that living species should be preserved through 
management because of their potential usefulness to humans. The National Pri-
mate Plan exhibits a similar orientation, as the following quotation illustrates: 
Native primate populations are valuable natural resources that 
must be conserved. Only through good conservation in source 
countries will the diversity, availability, and uniqueness of 
many primate species be preserved ... some species not now 
used in biomedical programs may have undiscovered charac-
teristics potentially important for future research and can be 
maintained only through good conservation in source coun-
tries ... if properly managed, primates are a renewable resource val-
uable to both source countries and the primate user (page 24). 
One cannot help but wonder if the "mandate" for such use is to be found in pre-
Darwinian, J udeo-Christian tradition, specifically in translations of Genesis: 
So God created man in his own image; in the image of Cod he 
created him; male and female he created them. Cod blessed 
them and said to them, 'Be fruitful and increase, fill the earth 
and subdue it, rule over the fish in the sea, the birds of heaven, 
and every living thing that moves upon the earth' (The New 
English Bible, 1970:2). 
In the UNESCO Courier, Sir Otto Frankel, a plant geneticist, raises the ques-
tion, however, of whether the continuing evolution of wild species has a value for 
humans other than a utilitarian one. He considers that the extinction of individual 
species is not the critical issue and may not be without precedent: 
99 
But what is without precedent is the predictable destruction of 
habitats for what remains of the earth's natural and seminatural 
communities and most of the species they include. Without de-
liberate protection few of these communities will have a 
chance of survival; nor does the shrinkage of undisturbed habi-
tat offer a promise of evolutionary replacement (Frankel, 
1980:27). 
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Frankel believes that at this time probably all that is socially acceptable is for us 
to recognize that "our evolutionary responsibility (may be) to keep evolutionary 
options open so far as we can," but such an idea may grow into an evolutionary 
ethic and become part of our social ethics "if and when men come to regard 
other species as an essential part of their own existence." 
Guidelines for Primate Use 
What then are the rules or guidelines that should govern the use of primates 
in biomedical research? The International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
and Natural Resources (IUCN) has requested the IUCN-Survival Service Commis-
sion Primate Specialist Group, under the direction of its chairman Dr. Russell A. 
Mittermeier, to prepare an official stand on such use. The Primate Specialist 
Group, to which I am an honorary consultant, is adamant that two points be in-
cluded in this stand: (1) All wild-caught primates should be used for the establish-
ment of self-sustaining breeding colonies, with the eventual goal of breeding in 
captivity any primates used for biomedical research and production. (2) En-
dangered, vulnerable and rare species of primates should not be considered for 
use in future biomedical research projects and should be phased out of projects 
that are not already self-sustaining. 
Although the National Primate Plan recommends a program of sufficiently 
expanded primate production to "ensure a continuous, stable, and long-term sup-
ply of primates" (page 16), it states at the same time: 
It is not practical to expect to meet all of our requirements 
from domestic breeding at this time. Domestically bred animals 
are more expensive, and we cannot efficiently breed some spe-
cies in captivity at present (page 18). 
The National Primate Plan, for example, estimates an annual use of 14,000 rhesus 
monkeys (Macaca mulatta), the principal supply having been wild-caught mon-
keys from India until that country imposed an export ban in 1978. Two years 
earlier Indian primatologists had called for a moratorium on the export of rhesus 
monkeys because of the severe depletion of the species. Breeding in the United 
States is to be expanded to produce annually only 9,000 of the 14,000 rhesus 
monkeys, with the remaining monkeys to be obtained from recycling and im-
portation from unidentified sources. Parenthetically, one must assume that po-
tentially healthy monkeys, totalling as many as 2,000 annually, may have been 
sacrificed in the recent past, probably for economic reasons, rather than recycled. 
At the Vth Congress of the International Primatological Society in 1974, the 
International Primate Protection League (IPPL) proposed some additional 
guidelines to be followed in the use of primates in biomedical research and pro-
duction (MeG real and E udey, 1975): 
(1) All laboratories using primates should be required to publish complete 
and public reports on acquisitions, holdings, and use to permit accurate assess-
ment of the utilization of primates in order to recognize overexploitation or 
misuse of specific species. In this regard, the September 1980 issue of the Na-
tional Society for Medical Research Bulletin (31(1 ):2, 1980) contains a statement 
by Michael Nolan of Primate Imports Corp., New York, to the effect that the pos-
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only real alternative to animals in the laboratory is a loss in the 
rapid gains being made in improving health (emphasis original). 
The lay public may feel helpless to challenge such statements, but the readers of 
Science not immediately involved in the use of primates may be able (and willing) 
to question these assumptions. 
Anthropocentrism, the ultimate expression of which is a man/nature dichoto-
my, is evident in much of the literature on environmental policy. The May 1980 
issue of the UNESCO Courier, for example, is devoted to the examination of envi-
ronmental problems and reprints sizable extracts from the World Conservation 
Strategy, which was prepared by the International Union for the Conservation of 
Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN). With few exceptions the theme of all 
material contained in this issue is that living species should be preserved through 
management because of their potential usefulness to humans. The National Pri-
mate Plan exhibits a similar orientation, as the following quotation illustrates: 
Native primate populations are valuable natural resources that 
must be conserved. Only through good conservation in source 
countries will the diversity, availability, and uniqueness of 
many primate species be preserved ... some species not now 
used in biomedical programs may have undiscovered charac-
teristics potentially important for future research and can be 
maintained only through good conservation in source coun-
tries ... if properly managed, primates are a renewable resource val-
uable to both source countries and the primate user (page 24). 
One cannot help but wonder if the "mandate" for such use is to be found in pre-
Darwinian, J udeo-Christian tradition, specifically in translations of Genesis: 
So God created man in his own image; in the image of Cod he 
created him; male and female he created them. Cod blessed 
them and said to them, 'Be fruitful and increase, fill the earth 
and subdue it, rule over the fish in the sea, the birds of heaven, 
and every living thing that moves upon the earth' (The New 
English Bible, 1970:2). 
In the UNESCO Courier, Sir Otto Frankel, a plant geneticist, raises the ques-
tion, however, of whether the continuing evolution of wild species has a value for 
humans other than a utilitarian one. He considers that the extinction of individual 
species is not the critical issue and may not be without precedent: 
99 
But what is without precedent is the predictable destruction of 
habitats for what remains of the earth's natural and seminatural 
communities and most of the species they include. Without de-
liberate protection few of these communities will have a 
chance of survival; nor does the shrinkage of undisturbed habi-
tat offer a promise of evolutionary replacement (Frankel, 
1980:27). 
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Frankel believes that at this time probably all that is socially acceptable is for us 
to recognize that "our evolutionary responsibility (may be) to keep evolutionary 
options open so far as we can," but such an idea may grow into an evolutionary 
ethic and become part of our social ethics "if and when men come to regard 
other species as an essential part of their own existence." 
Guidelines for Primate Use 
What then are the rules or guidelines that should govern the use of primates 
in biomedical research? The International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
and Natural Resources (IUCN) has requested the IUCN-Survival Service Commis-
sion Primate Specialist Group, under the direction of its chairman Dr. Russell A. 
Mittermeier, to prepare an official stand on such use. The Primate Specialist 
Group, to which I am an honorary consultant, is adamant that two points be in-
cluded in this stand: (1) All wild-caught primates should be used for the establish-
ment of self-sustaining breeding colonies, with the eventual goal of breeding in 
captivity any primates used for biomedical research and production. (2) En-
dangered, vulnerable and rare species of primates should not be considered for 
use in future biomedical research projects and should be phased out of projects 
that are not already self-sustaining. 
Although the National Primate Plan recommends a program of sufficiently 
expanded primate production to "ensure a continuous, stable, and long-term sup-
ply of primates" (page 16), it states at the same time: 
It is not practical to expect to meet all of our requirements 
from domestic breeding at this time. Domestically bred animals 
are more expensive, and we cannot efficiently breed some spe-
cies in captivity at present (page 18). 
The National Primate Plan, for example, estimates an annual use of 14,000 rhesus 
monkeys (Macaca mulatta), the principal supply having been wild-caught mon-
keys from India until that country imposed an export ban in 1978. Two years 
earlier Indian primatologists had called for a moratorium on the export of rhesus 
monkeys because of the severe depletion of the species. Breeding in the United 
States is to be expanded to produce annually only 9,000 of the 14,000 rhesus 
monkeys, with the remaining monkeys to be obtained from recycling and im-
portation from unidentified sources. Parenthetically, one must assume that po-
tentially healthy monkeys, totalling as many as 2,000 annually, may have been 
sacrificed in the recent past, probably for economic reasons, rather than recycled. 
At the Vth Congress of the International Primatological Society in 1974, the 
International Primate Protection League (IPPL) proposed some additional 
guidelines to be followed in the use of primates in biomedical research and pro-
duction (MeG real and E udey, 1975): 
(1) All laboratories using primates should be required to publish complete 
and public reports on acquisitions, holdings, and use to permit accurate assess-
ment of the utilization of primates in order to recognize overexploitation or 
misuse of specific species. In this regard, the September 1980 issue of the Na-
tional Society for Medical Research Bulletin (31(1 ):2, 1980) contains a statement 
by Michael Nolan of Primate Imports Corp., New York, to the effect that the pos-
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session by I PPL co-chairwoman Dr. Shirley McGreal of Center for Disease Control 
forms on primate shipments is: 
... considered to be a very serious matter. She now has in her 
possession all of the information regarding the source of mon-
keys brought into this country, mortality records, use and dis-
position not only for the entire United States, but all trans-
shipments out of the country to such places as Canada and 
France. It is important that scientists utilizing nonhuman pri-
mates, as well as dealers handling them, should be aware of her 
possession of factual information so that they do not make er-
rors in replying to what will certainly turn out to be a major 
harassment of the industry importing primates and the labora-
tories that utilize them. 
The extent to which such "errors" occurred in the past becomes the immediate question. 
(2) All countries should establish, or strengthen, agencies to evaluate re-
search proposals. Only those proposals should be accepted which are well-
planned, promising, humanely designed, and demonstrate regard for conserva-
tion principles not only in species selection but in sample size. Limitations on the 
severity and duration of pain in experiments and on excessive degrees of depriva-
tion, isolation, restraint, or immobilization should be legally defined and en-
forced. In the recent letter to Science to which I referred above, Dr. Held states: 
[T]he vast majority of animals used in research and testing do not 
suffer pain, and [that] when painful experiments are performed 
they are normally done with appropriate analgesics or anesthetics. 
It need only be pointed out that the government of India imposed the ban on the 
export of rhesus monkeys because of their use in military-related research such as 
neutron bomb and chemical warfare tests rather than research to benefit humans 
conducted under humane conditions as called for by a 1955 agreement with the 
United States. 
(3) Laboratories should not bypass, or seek to bypass, protective legislation 
or the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) in the 
acquisition of primates. The National Primate Plan refers, however, to the pro-
cedure of certification required by CITES as one which could "cause uncertain-
ties and unnecessary delays in procurement, even of species that are relatively 
abundant" (page 4), a statement to which conservation officials in some habitat 
countries have reacted with suspicion. 
(4) Termination of the use of primates in cases for which alternative methods 
of research or of drug and vaccine production and testing are available. 
In addition, the International Primate Protection League called for the revi-
sion of housing standards to reflect the physiological and psychological needs of 
the primates rather than the economy and convenience of laboratories and per-
sonnel. Intelligence is an adaptive character that has been selected for in primate 
evolution, and both the social and physical environments of all captive primates 
must be considered impoverished in comparison to those of wild populations. 
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keys brought into this country, mortality records, use and dis-
position not only for the entire United States, but all trans-
shipments out of the country to such places as Canada and 
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possession of factual information so that they do not make er-
rors in replying to what will certainly turn out to be a major 
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search proposals. Only those proposals should be accepted which are well-
planned, promising, humanely designed, and demonstrate regard for conserva-
tion principles not only in species selection but in sample size. Limitations on the 
severity and duration of pain in experiments and on excessive degrees of depriva-
tion, isolation, restraint, or immobilization should be legally defined and en-
forced. In the recent letter to Science to which I referred above, Dr. Held states: 
[T]he vast majority of animals used in research and testing do not 
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they are normally done with appropriate analgesics or anesthetics. 
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REGULATION 
Alternatives Bills Re-introduced 
H.R. 4805, also known as the Re-
search Modernization Bill (lnt J Stud 
Anim Prob 1(3):168, 1980), has been re-in-
troduced as H.R. 556 into the 97th Con-
gress by Robert A. Roe (D-NJ). Congress-
men Richmond (D-NY) and Hollenbeck 
(R-NJ) are co-sponsors of the bill. The 
language of H.R. 556 contains several 
changes although the basic provisions of 
H.R. 4805 (establishment of a National 
Center for Alternatives Research and re-
allocation of 30-50% of federal funds 
currently supporting animal research to 
the development of alternatives) remain 
intact. The major alterations include a 
provision for a committee of at least ten 
members to advise the Center, establish-
ment of the Center outside rather than 
under the aegis of the National Insti-
tutes of Health, weakening of the state-
ment on duplication of live animal ex-
periments (changed from "eliminating" 
to "eliminating or minimizing"), and a 
change in the requirement to publish a 
notification of new alternatives in the 
Federal Register (refers only to alterna-
tives in testing which satisfy the "scien-
tific need of regulatory agencies" instead 
of alternatives in "research and testing"). 
The bill has been referred to the Con-
gressional committees on Science and 
Technology, and Energy and Commerce. 
The Drinan bill (H.R. 282), which 
would authorize the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to make grants for re-
search on alternatives up to a total of $12 
million, has been re-introduced by Con-
gresswoman Geraldine Ferraro (D-NY). 
(Ms. Ferraro became the sponsor after Mr. 
Drinan, a Catholic priest, was ordered by 
the Pope to retire from Congress.) This bill 
has been referred to the committee on 
Science and Technology. 
103 
Regulation Instead of Codes? 
The Universities Federation for Ani-
mal Welfare, in evidence to the U.K. 
House of Commons Select Committee 
on Agriculture, on November 12, 1980, 
suggested that existing codes of conduct 
in several areas of farm animal welfare 
be replaced with regulations. Among the 
Federation's recommendations (sum-
marized in the Veterinary Record 107:478, 
1980) were: 
• All possible alternatives to the 
battery cage system for layers should 
be assessed with regard to welfare, 
production costs and feasibility. 
• Depriving hens of food or water 
for more than 24 hours during in-
duced moulting should be prohibited 
by regulation. 
• Debeaking of birds, in an attempt to 
control aggression, should be prohibit-
ed by regulation, except when consid-
ered necessary by a veterinary surgeon. 
• The prolonged stalling and tether-
ing of pregnant sows should be phased 
out by regulation. 
• The early-weaning and cage-rear-
ing of piglets should be critically as-
sessed and regulations and codes al-
tered in accordance with the results. 
• The straw yard system for rearing 
groups of veal calves should be inves-
tigated to assess the welfare and dis-
ease risks involved. If the problems are 
slight or can be easily overcome, the 
calf crate system of veal production 
should be prohibited by regulation. 
Rats, Mice and the RAA 
There has been a recent flurry of in-
terest in Washington in the workings of 
the federal Animal Welfare Act and the 
scope of the associated regulations, par-
ticularly as they bear on the kinds of ani-
mals covered by the law. The Act itself 
defines "animal" as "any live or dead 
dog, cat, monkey (nonhuman primate 
mammal), guinea pig, hamster, rabbit, or 
such other warm-blooded animal, as the 
Secretary may determine is being used ... 
for research, testing, experimentation, or 
exhibition purposes or as a pet ... (U.S.C. 
/NT 1 STUD AN/M PROB 2(2) 1981 
§§2131-2156, 1976, Section 2(g)) [empha-
sis added], but the regulations written by 
the administering agency, the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture, specifically ex-
clude rats and mice. Animal welfare 
groups are urging inclusion of these spe-
cies in the regulations, and the National 
Society for Medical Research has stated 
that it, too, would favor such a change. 
However, despite a consensus that rats 
and mice deserve equal protection un-
der the Act, the matter is not clear-cut. 
Research Animal Alliance (RAA), a non-
profit trade association which repre-
sents users of laboratory animals in 
Washington, has commented as follows: 
"In July 1980, the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS), 
USDA held public meetings to solicit 
comments regarding the regulations and 
standards promulgated under the Ani-
mal Welfare Act. The recommendation 
made most often by representatives of 
animal welfare organizations was the in-
clusion of rats and mice under the Ani-
mal Welfare Act. 
Animal welfare representatives ar-
gue that rats and mice experience pain, 
and thus, require the same protection 
that the AWA provides other species. No 
one would argue that rats and mice 
should be afforded the same safeguards 
as other species. The laboratory animal 
community's stand on this issue was es-
tablished via a questionnaire dissemi-
nated to the RAA membership. The over-
whelming majority of the respondents 
favored the inclusion of rats and mice 
under the AWA. 
Approximately 92% of all research 
animals are rats and mice. Thus, APHIS· 
is simply not equipped to monitor this 
vast number of animals. The reporting re-
quirements, as applied to species current-
ly covered under the Act, require the 
animals be reported individually. Obvi-
ously, for those institutions using large 
numbers of rats and mice, this would be 
an impossible administrative task. 
RAA, in voicing the opinion of its 
membership, has informed APHIS that, 
"RAA is a strong proponent of the hu-
mane treatment of all species of ani-
mals, and it does not oppose the inclu-
/NT 1 STUD ANIM PROB 2(2) 1981 
sion of rats and mice in accordance with 
the current 'Guide for the Care and Use 
of Laboratory Animals' (ILAR)." How-
ever, practical as well as philosophical 
considerations must be addressed, and 
thus, RAA urges a reassessment of the 
reporting requirements to minimize pa-
perwork burdens while still preserving 




APA Symposium on Ethics 
The American Psychological Asso-
ciation (APA) devoted one symposium to 
"Ethical Issues in Research with Ani-
mals" at its September 1980 annual 
meeting in Montreal, Canada. Dr. Evalyn 
F. Segal (San Diego State University) or-
ganized and chaired the meeting, in 
which four papers were presented. 
Dr. Derek Blackman (University 
College, Cardiff, Wales) gave a review of 
the regulation of psychological experi-
mentation in the U.K. He contended that 
the licensing procedure required by the 
British Cruelty to Animals Act is not so 
much a restriction of scientific freedom 
as a form of protection for scientists in 
that they cannot be privately prosecut-
ed for animal cruelty if they are li-
censed. Blackman referred to the British 
Psychological Association's survey and 
review of concerns published in its 1979 
Bulletin and noted that the society now 
has a Standing Advisory Committee 
which gives input to the Home Secretary. 
Dr. Perrie Adams (University of Tex-
as, Galveston) gave a paper entitled 
"The Scientist's Concern for Animal 
Welfare" in which he mentioned the 
new APA guidelines, which are similar to 
those of the Neuroscience Association 
(published in that organization's March 
1980 newsletter). Adams stressed that 
abused animals will give worthless re-
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REGULATION 
Alternatives Bills Re-introduced 
H.R. 4805, also known as the Re-
search Modernization Bill (lnt J Stud 
Anim Prob 1(3):168, 1980), has been re-in-
troduced as H.R. 556 into the 97th Con-
gress by Robert A. Roe (D-NJ). Congress-
men Richmond (D-NY) and Hollenbeck 
(R-NJ) are co-sponsors of the bill. The 
language of H.R. 556 contains several 
changes although the basic provisions of 
H.R. 4805 (establishment of a National 
Center for Alternatives Research and re-
allocation of 30-50% of federal funds 
currently supporting animal research to 
the development of alternatives) remain 
intact. The major alterations include a 
provision for a committee of at least ten 
members to advise the Center, establish-
ment of the Center outside rather than 
under the aegis of the National Insti-
tutes of Health, weakening of the state-
ment on duplication of live animal ex-
periments (changed from "eliminating" 
to "eliminating or minimizing"), and a 
change in the requirement to publish a 
notification of new alternatives in the 
Federal Register (refers only to alterna-
tives in testing which satisfy the "scien-
tific need of regulatory agencies" instead 
of alternatives in "research and testing"). 
The bill has been referred to the Con-
gressional committees on Science and 
Technology, and Energy and Commerce. 
The Drinan bill (H.R. 282), which 
would authorize the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to make grants for re-
search on alternatives up to a total of $12 
million, has been re-introduced by Con-
gresswoman Geraldine Ferraro (D-NY). 
(Ms. Ferraro became the sponsor after Mr. 
Drinan, a Catholic priest, was ordered by 
the Pope to retire from Congress.) This bill 
has been referred to the committee on 
Science and Technology. 
103 
Regulation Instead of Codes? 
The Universities Federation for Ani-
mal Welfare, in evidence to the U.K. 
House of Commons Select Committee 
on Agriculture, on November 12, 1980, 
suggested that existing codes of conduct 
in several areas of farm animal welfare 
be replaced with regulations. Among the 
Federation's recommendations (sum-
marized in the Veterinary Record 107:478, 
1980) were: 
• All possible alternatives to the 
battery cage system for layers should 
be assessed with regard to welfare, 
production costs and feasibility. 
• Depriving hens of food or water 
for more than 24 hours during in-
duced moulting should be prohibited 
by regulation. 
• Debeaking of birds, in an attempt to 
control aggression, should be prohibit-
ed by regulation, except when consid-
ered necessary by a veterinary surgeon. 
• The prolonged stalling and tether-
ing of pregnant sows should be phased 
out by regulation. 
• The early-weaning and cage-rear-
ing of piglets should be critically as-
sessed and regulations and codes al-
tered in accordance with the results. 
• The straw yard system for rearing 
groups of veal calves should be inves-
tigated to assess the welfare and dis-
ease risks involved. If the problems are 
slight or can be easily overcome, the 
calf crate system of veal production 
should be prohibited by regulation. 
Rats, Mice and the RAA 
There has been a recent flurry of in-
terest in Washington in the workings of 
the federal Animal Welfare Act and the 
scope of the associated regulations, par-
ticularly as they bear on the kinds of ani-
mals covered by the law. The Act itself 
defines "animal" as "any live or dead 
dog, cat, monkey (nonhuman primate 
mammal), guinea pig, hamster, rabbit, or 
such other warm-blooded animal, as the 
Secretary may determine is being used ... 
for research, testing, experimentation, or 
exhibition purposes or as a pet ... (U.S.C. 
/NT 1 STUD AN/M PROB 2(2) 1981 
§§2131-2156, 1976, Section 2(g)) [empha-
sis added], but the regulations written by 
the administering agency, the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture, specifically ex-
clude rats and mice. Animal welfare 
groups are urging inclusion of these spe-
cies in the regulations, and the National 
Society for Medical Research has stated 
that it, too, would favor such a change. 
However, despite a consensus that rats 
and mice deserve equal protection un-
der the Act, the matter is not clear-cut. 
Research Animal Alliance (RAA), a non-
profit trade association which repre-
sents users of laboratory animals in 
Washington, has commented as follows: 
"In July 1980, the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS), 
USDA held public meetings to solicit 
comments regarding the regulations and 
standards promulgated under the Ani-
mal Welfare Act. The recommendation 
made most often by representatives of 
animal welfare organizations was the in-
clusion of rats and mice under the Ani-
mal Welfare Act. 
Animal welfare representatives ar-
gue that rats and mice experience pain, 
and thus, require the same protection 
that the AWA provides other species. No 
one would argue that rats and mice 
should be afforded the same safeguards 
as other species. The laboratory animal 
community's stand on this issue was es-
tablished via a questionnaire dissemi-
nated to the RAA membership. The over-
whelming majority of the respondents 
favored the inclusion of rats and mice 
under the AWA. 
Approximately 92% of all research 
animals are rats and mice. Thus, APHIS· 
is simply not equipped to monitor this 
vast number of animals. The reporting re-
quirements, as applied to species current-
ly covered under the Act, require the 
animals be reported individually. Obvi-
ously, for those institutions using large 
numbers of rats and mice, this would be 
an impossible administrative task. 
RAA, in voicing the opinion of its 
membership, has informed APHIS that, 
"RAA is a strong proponent of the hu-
mane treatment of all species of ani-
mals, and it does not oppose the inclu-
/NT 1 STUD ANIM PROB 2(2) 1981 
sion of rats and mice in accordance with 
the current 'Guide for the Care and Use 
of Laboratory Animals' (ILAR)." How-
ever, practical as well as philosophical 
considerations must be addressed, and 
thus, RAA urges a reassessment of the 
reporting requirements to minimize pa-
perwork burdens while still preserving 




APA Symposium on Ethics 
The American Psychological Asso-
ciation (APA) devoted one symposium to 
"Ethical Issues in Research with Ani-
mals" at its September 1980 annual 
meeting in Montreal, Canada. Dr. Evalyn 
F. Segal (San Diego State University) or-
ganized and chaired the meeting, in 
which four papers were presented. 
Dr. Derek Blackman (University 
College, Cardiff, Wales) gave a review of 
the regulation of psychological experi-
mentation in the U.K. He contended that 
the licensing procedure required by the 
British Cruelty to Animals Act is not so 
much a restriction of scientific freedom 
as a form of protection for scientists in 
that they cannot be privately prosecut-
ed for animal cruelty if they are li-
censed. Blackman referred to the British 
Psychological Association's survey and 
review of concerns published in its 1979 
Bulletin and noted that the society now 
has a Standing Advisory Committee 
which gives input to the Home Secretary. 
Dr. Perrie Adams (University of Tex-
as, Galveston) gave a paper entitled 
"The Scientist's Concern for Animal 
Welfare" in which he mentioned the 
new APA guidelines, which are similar to 
those of the Neuroscience Association 
(published in that organization's March 
1980 newsletter). Adams stressed that 
abused animals will give worthless re-
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deemed justified or unavoidable, should 
be minimized. 
Dr. Michael W. Fox (Institute for the 
Study of Animal Problems, Washington, 
D.C.) discussed the credibility of many 
psychological experiments on animals 
and the attitudes and values in the field 
of experimental psychology that are 
now being questioned by philosophers, 
scientists and others. 
Dr. Jeri Sechzer (Cornell 
University), in a paper entitled "Use of 
Animals for Experimentation in the 
U.S.," gave a brief overview of the histo-
ry of animal protective legislation in the 
U.K. and its parallels in the U.S. She 
noted the work of the New York Acade-
my of Sciences to establish ethical stan-
dards and humane guide I ines. 
A brief discussion followed the 
formal presentations. Dr. Blackman sa.id 
that he was uneasy about the present Sit-
uation in which experimental psycholo-
gists monitor themselves on ethics of an-
imal use and asked for suggestions for a 
better method of control. Dr. Sechzer 
stated that "ninety-nine out of one hun-
dred experiments may be invalid, but we 
can't tell." 
This symposium could have been 
more valuable if these latter points had 
been explored together with discussions 
of what constitutes ethically unaccepta-
ble psychological research (such as stu-
dies of learned helplessness). Codes and 
guidelines for humane treatment and 
care of experimental animals are of 
doubtful value when there is no attempt 
to place critical limits on what can and 
cannot be done to animals in the course 
of experimentation. A symposium to. dis-
cuss this central issue and the quest1ons 
of scientific freedom and_ accountability 
is now needed. 
The proceedings of the APA sympo-
sium will be published in the Psycho-
pharmacology Bulletin. For more i~for­
mation, contact Dr. Allen Raskin, Ed1tor, 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health 
Administration, 5600 Fishers Lane, Rock-





American Association of Swine Practi-
tioners: Annual Meeting, May 17-19, 
1981, Kansas City, MO. Contact Dr. F.D. 
Wertman, AASP Executive Secretary, 
5921 Fleur Drive, Des Moines, lA 50321. 
VII International Congress of the World 
Veterinary Poultry Association: July 1-3, 
1981, Oslo, Norway. Contact the WVPA 
Organizing Committee, National Veteri-
nary Institute, POB 8156 Dep, Oslo 1, 
Norway. 
Action for Life: A National Planning 
Conference for Vegetarian and Animal 
Protection Activists, July 3-6, 1981, New 
York City area, exact location uncon-
firmed at press time. Contact Dr. Alex 
Hershaft, Vegetarian Information Serv-
ice, Box 5888, Washington, DC 20014. 
Hungarian Society of Agricultural 
Sciences: International Conference of 
Ethology, August 24-27, 1981, Agricul-
tural University of Godollo, Godollo, 
Hungary. Topics include "The Role of 
Ethology in Large Scale Animal Breed-
ing," and "Developing the Technical-
Biological Unit of Industrial Animal 
Breeding with Help of Ethological Re-
search." Contact Prof. Dr. J. Czako, Or-
ganizing Committee for Congress of Ap-
plied Animal Ethology, Agricultural Uni-
versity, Godollo, H2103, Hungary. 
Wildlife Disease Association (Australa-
sian Section): Fourth International Wild-
life Diseases Conference, August 24-28, 
1981, Sydney, Australia. Contact Dr. E.P. 
Finnie, Program Chairman, Toranga Park 
Zoo, Mosman, NSW 2088, Australia, or 
Dr. M.E. Fowler, Dept. of Medicine, 
School of Veterinary Medicine, Universi-
ty of California at Davis, Davis, CA 
95616, USA. 
International Conference on the Hu-
man/Companion Animal Bond: October 
S-7, 1981, Philadelphia, PA. Sponsored 
by the University of Pennsylvania Cent.er 
for the Interaction of Animals and Socie-
ty and the Delta Group of the Latham 
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Foundation. Contact the Center (above), 
School of Veterinary Medicine, Universi-
ty of Pennsylvania, 3800 Spruce St., Phil-
adelphia, PA 19104. 
International Primatological Society: 
IXth Congress, August 8-13, 1982, Atlan-
ta, GA. The annual meeting of the Amer-
ican Society of Primatologists will be 
held jointly with the Congress. Contact 
Dr. Frederick A. King, Director, Yerkes 
Regional Primate Research Center, 
Emory University, Atlanta, GA 30322. 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
New Publications in the U.S. 
The River Otter Fellowship, "an in-
formal assemblage of individuals work-
ing together to educate the public in the 
otter's behalf" and to promote its pre-
servation, has begun publishing a semi-
annual newsletter, The Brightwater jour-
nal. The newsletter contains articles de-
signed to dispel destructive myths about 
the otter and to raise public conscious-
ness of the many pressures that human 
encroachment and excessive fur trapping 
have created for the species. Written 
contributions are encouraged. Contact J. 
Scott Shannon, River Otter Fellowship, 
P.O. Box 2061, Irwindale, CA 91706. 
The Latham Foundation, founded in 
1918 "to promote respect for all I ife 
through education" has also launched a 
quarterly bulletin, The Latham Letter. 
The Foundation has a special interest in 
the human/companion animal bond, and 
it is hoped that the newsletter will attract 
professionals interested in this phenom-
enon. Annual subscription: $3.00. Con-
tact the Latham Foundation, Clement 
and Schiller Sts., Alameda, CA 94501. 
New Publication in Australia 
The four branches of the animal 
liberation movement in Australia (New 
South Wales, Victoria, Queensland and 
Australian Capital Territory) have just 
started a quarterly newsletter, Outcry. 
The first issue (November 1980) contains 
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articles on an alternative to the battery 
cage, sheep mulesing (See lnt j Stud 
Anim Prob 1(4):224-226, 1980.), the pro-
posed lifting of the ban on importation 
of kangaroo products into the U.S. and a 
message from Peter Singer, the national 
patron of Animal Liberation in Australia. 
Yearly subscription: A$5.00; contact 
Outcry, c/o Animal Liberation, P.O. Box 
199, Glen Iris, Victoria 3146, Australia. 
Animal Welfare Science Library 
The Humane Society of the United 
States has established the Joyce Mertz 
Gilmore Library under the aegis of the 
Institute for the Study of Animal Prob-
lems. The collection currently contains ap-
proximately 1,500 volumes and 100 news-
letters and periodicals. Emphasis is now 
being placed on acquiring material on 
the technical aspects of animal welfare 
and veterinary science as well as the 
philosophy of animal rights and animal 
welfare. A reprint file of relevant journal 
articles is being compiled and it is hoped 
that with sufficient grant support, the 
library will eventually house a specialist 
bibliographic data retrieval system. 
Any qualified person wishing to use 
the library should first contact the 
Librarian, Ms. Ellen Arneson, at 2100 L 
St., N.W., Washington, DC 20037, (202) 
452-1100, to set up an appointment. The 
library will be open from 9am to Spm 
Monday-Friday, subject to change. 
Committee for Replacement Animal 
Models 
The School of Aerospace Medicine 
at Brooks Air Force Base in Texas has re-
cently set up a Replacement Animal 
Model Committee. This committee will 
initially function as an information 
clearinghouse and will encourage re-
search scientists to consider the feasibil-
ity of alternative techniques which re-
duce the numbers of laboratory animals 
used, or lessen distress and/or pain en-
dured by the animals during experimen-
tation. For more information contact Dr. 
David Eisenbrandt, Brooks Air Force 
Base School of Aerospace Medicine, San 
Antonio, TX 78235. 
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UFAW Symposium Proceedings 
The proceedings of the September 
1980 symposium on the Ecology and 
Control of Feral Cats, sponsored by the 
Universities Federation for Animal Wel-
fare, are now available from the UFAW 
offices for £2.00. Send orders to: UFAW, 
8, Hamilton Close, South Mimms, Pot-
ters Bar, Herts. EN6 3QD, UK. 
New Federation of Animal Groups 
On 17 july 1980, twenty-two animal 
welfare and animal liberation organiza-
tions formed the Australian Federation 
of Animal Societies. The Federation is 
launching two campaigns: one directed 
against the export of live animals for 
food, and one to persuade the Austra-
lian government to allow donations to 
animal welfare societies to be tax 
deductible. According to Christine Town-
end, Secretary of the new group, "We 
believe that animal welfare is a moral 
issue, and should never become some-
thing that is used to cause divisiveness 
between parties. We would prefer to see 
all parties adopt animal welfare as an 
ethical, moral responsibility, keeping it 
high above point scoring and dirty 
words, and all working together to see 
man fulfill his duties and responsibilities 
towards the animals" (Outcry, Novem-
ber 1980, p. 6). 
U.K. Animal Care Courses 
The National Extension College is 
offering a two-year correspondence 
course "for people who look after ani-
mals in zoos, wildlife parks, wildlife col-
lections, dolphinaria and aquaria." 
Open to anyone 16 or over, the course is 
the result of the deliberations of a com-
mittee which included representatives 
of the British Veterinary Association, the 
National Zoological Association, the 
Royal Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals, and the Universities 
Federation for Animal Welfare. The 
study units cover all aspects of zoo 
management as well as an examination 
of why zoos exist and their relevance to 
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endangered species. Further information 
may be obtained from the National Ex-
tension College, 18 Brooklands Ave., 
Cambridge CB2 2HN, UK. 
The North East College of Technol-
ogy is organizing a six-week residential 
course from April 27 to june 5, 1981 for 
senior animal house staff who already 
manage, or hope to manage, laboratory 
animal facilities outside the United 
Kingdom. The course will offer instruc-
tion in the fields of laboratory animal 
science and technology, covering mod-
ern practice and developments in ani-
mal health, care, nutrition, breeding and 
experimental usage, together with as-
pects of management, staff training and 
similar topics. While the lectures will ex-
amine some of the most recent views 
and developments in the relevant areas 
of science and technology, a special at-
tempt will be made to show the applica-
tion of these to the conditions I ikely to 
be found in underdeveloped parts of the 
world. The course will comprise lec-
tures, seminars, films and visits to some 
modern animal facilities. Number of en-
rollments is strictly limited, and the fees 
range from £1,100-1,300. For more de-
tails, contact Mr. A.A. Tuffery, Dept. of 
Biological Science, North East Surrey 
College of Technology, Reigate Rd., 
Ewell, Surrey, UK. 
Award for Alternatives 
The Canadian Society for the Pre-
vention of Cruelty to Animals is 
donating an award to the Canadian Fed-
eration of Biological Societies for the 
best paper proposing or involving al-
ternatives to the use of laboratory an-
imals. The award consists of $500 as well 
as reimbursement for the trip to the an-
nual Federation meeting. Send abstracts 
of papers and cover letters to the Cana-
dian Federation of Biological Societies, 
c/o Dr. G.R.F. Davis, Research Station, 
Research Branch Agriculture Canada, 
University of Saskatchewan, Saskatoon, 
Sask. S7N OX2, CANADA. 
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L'HOMME ET L'ANIMAL, Pierre Micaux, 
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and regulation in France (La Documen-
tation Franc;:aise, Paris, 1980). 
REVIEWS 
The Animal Rights Law Reporter 
(Society for Animal Rights, 421 South 
State Street, Clarks Summit, PA 18411) 
has now started into its second year and 
it is clear that the project is doing well. 
The typed, camera-ready copy has been 
replaced by type-set articles, which 
makes it easier to read. The publication 
is divided into the following sections: In 
the Courts, In the Legislatures and Agen-
cies, In the Legal Literature, Bulletin 
Board and Available Resources. It is full 
of interesting information and directions 
on how to obtain documents which may 
otherwise escape notice. Although the 
publication is aimed at lawyers and law 
students the writing is lucid and concise 
and anybody interested in animal rights 
philosophy or the wider ramifications of 
animal welfare will find this a very use-
ful and informative publication. TheRe-
porter is sent free on request to members 
of the Society for Animal Rights (dues 
are $15). It is also being sent free on re-
quest to interested organizations, law li-
braries, attorneys general, public offi-
cials and government agencies.- Eds. 
SAFETY TESTING OF TOXIC SUB-
STANCES (Canadian Federation of H u-
mane Societies, Ottawa, Ontario, Can-
ada, 1980, $5.00) is the report of a survey 
conducted by Dr. John Gilman, who 
recently retired from the Canadian 
Council on Animal Care. Two hundred 
and four institutions, including govern-
ment (84), university (75) and industry 
(45) laboratories, were sent one or more 
questionnaires covering animal use in 
diagnosis, toxicology res·earch and de-
velopment and the safety testing of 
drugs, foods, other chemicals and 
physical hazards. Seventy percent of 
those contacted cooperated although 
only 50% of the industrial concerns 
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provided information. Dr. Gilman noted 
that this relatively low return " ... and the 
hesitancy expressed by others, despite 
assurances of confidentiality, seem to 
reflect a deeply ingrained distrust of the 
motives and activities of the animal wel-
fare movement." 
The report provides a great deal of 
information in tabular form including a 
breakdown of the types of animals used, 
the numbers used in specific types of 
tests (e.g. pyrogenicity, acute studies 
and topical skin and eye tests), and an 
analysis of the animal testing done in 
each of the areas mentioned above. In 
addition, there is a brief chapter on the 
incidence of in vitro testing. However, 
Dr. Gilman notes that the complementa-
ry nature of in vitro and in vivo tests 
"cannot be overemphasized." 
The survey indicates that approx-
imately 800,00 animals were used in 
safety testing in Canada during 1978. Ap-
proximately 58% of these were mice 
and 20% rats. It is noted that about 
2,000 monkeys are required for testing 
purposes and that this number is unlike-
ly to be reduced in the near future. 
About 1,400 of these animals are re-
quired for polio vaccine production and 
testing. The chapter on in vitro testing 
reports on the attempt to assess the ex-
tent to which such systems are used. 
However, the data provided only gives 
an indication (as noted by Dr. Gilman) of 
how widely such tests are employed. 
The report is not easy to digest and 
its immediate relevance is limited to 
Canada. However, it does provide a 
noteworthy insight into the different 
types of testing and the number of an-
imals used in various categories of pro-
duct safety evaluation. At the price, it is 
a useful and informative document for 
those working in safety testing and for 
others who have the time and interest to 
extract relevant details from the thirty-
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